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SUMMARY OF EVALUATION REPORT

A new teacher education program at the University of Wyoming has been in the planning stages
since 1989; implementation began in the Fall of 1992. The program made radical changes to the
preexisting program. Many classes in the foundations of education and methods of instruction were
combined and integrated into five courses: EDUC 2000, Phase I; EDUC 3000, Phase Il; EDUC 4000, Phase
ilia, Genera! Methods; and EDUC 4250, Phase llia, Specific Methods; and EDUC 4740, Phase llic,
Professional Perspectives. In its present form the program requires at least 4 semesters to complete,
though a student who stays in her initial cchort would require 5 semesters. The program involves students
in field experiences in schools participating as Wyoming Centers for Teaching and Leaming initially in

Phase | and increasingly in Phases II, Phase llla, and Phase liib/c, the residency, which takes the place
of student teaching.

In the Fall of 1992, the first cohort (Cycle A) of students entered Phase | of the program and
completed Phase Il in Spring, 1994. The second cohort (Cycle B) began Phase | in Spring, 1993. They
took Phase Il in Spring, 1994, and should complete Phase ill in Spring, 1995. The third cohort (Cycle C)
began Phase 1in Fall, 1993, are scheduled to take Phase Il in Fall, 1994, and to complete Phase lli in Fali,

1995. The fourth cotiert (Cycie D) began Phase | in Spring, 1994, are scheduled to take Phase li in Spring,
1995, and to complete Phase Il in Spring, 1996.

Program Evaluation

In the Fall of 1993 an in-house formative evaluation of the program was initiated under the
direction of the Dean of the College of Education and the Associate Dean for Undergraduate Studies. Dr.
Alan Moore, of the Division of Leadership and Human Development was appointed to coordinate this one-

year evaluation project. Assisting in the evaluation were Mr. Jacque Leighty and Mr. Gary Fertig, graduate
assistants.

The evaluation was conducted for three main reasons.

1. There was a need by the College of Education to include systematic feedback about how
the program was developing, as it proceeded from its initial implementation toward its full
implementation over the first few years. This was to provide information for decision makers to use
as the program was modified.

2, " Stakeholders in the evaluation needed to be provided the opportunity to express their
ideas and concems about the new program.

3. An evaluation component needed to be built into the teacher education program so that
it could continue to be sensitive to its outcomes and improve over time.

The CIPP model of Stufflebeam was used as a general model in designing and carrying out the
evaluation. This model was chosen because of the primarily formative evaluation needs of the new
program. *Fundamentally; the use of the CIPP Model is intended to promote growth and to help the
responsible leadership and staff of an institution systematically to obtain and use feedback so as to excel
in meeting important needs, or, at least, to do the best they can with the available resources.”
(Stuffiebsam, 1983, in Madaus, et al., p. 118). The primary emphases for this evaluation were on the input
and process parts of the model. This evaluation should serve to set the stage for evaluation with more
emphasis on products, which would involve outside evaluators as well as intemal evaluators.




During Fall, 1993, the evaluation coordinators engaged in planning, clarifying evaluation questions,
collecting and analyzing data, preparing brief written and oral progress repotts, and preparing and
disseminating the Preliminary Evaluation Report. This report and an executive summary of it were
completed and prasented on January 31, 1994. Copies of these were distributed to decision makers in
the College of Education, and were made available to the general public through Coe Library and the
Leaming Resource Center at the University of Wyoming. The report is currently available through the
Dean’s Office, College of Education, University of Wyoming, Laramie, Wyoming 82071.

During Spring, 1994, surveys of University facuity, CTL mentor teachers, clinical faculty, and

students involved in the program were prepared. These were administered during April and early May,
1994.

Methods of data cullection included interviews with individuals and groups in person and by
telephone, written questionnaires administered both in person and by mail, analysis of program
documents, and observations in classes and at meetings. ’ :

EVALUATION QUESTIONS

Evaluation questions were developed based on individual interviews, focus group interviews,
questionnaires, and program docurients collected during September and October, 1993 from College of
Education facuity, mentor teachers, CTL administrators, education students, education graduate students,
and University administrators. The 236 separate questions raised by these siakeholders were assigned
to categories by theme. From these, 131 questions were extracted which represent each of 17 question

categories. Not all questions were addressed during the evaluation of 1993-1994. The followii.g were the
questions addressed in this evaluation: :

Input evaluation questions

1. What are the costs to students in terms transportation, housing, and effect on student
employment?

Process evaluation questions

2. Is the model of the "new program® {i.e., "teacher as reflective decision-maker') being realized?
3. What experiences seem particularly effective / ineffective for students in achieving outcomes of

Phase X? Does the portfolic function as intended?

4, In what ways should the content, structure, sequence, and articulation, of Phases |, I, and IIf be
changed? '

5. What parts of the cohort concept are working well and what needs to be modified?

6. How can communication between university methods teachers and CTL teachers be improved?

7. How have student enroliment pattems changed as a result of the program?

number of students

number of majors

credit hour generation
demographic profile of majors
double majors, endorsements

000




f. part-time, non-traditional, athletes, minorities, single parents, married students
g. time in major
B. How well is student advising working? ‘
9. What are students’ experiences related to integration of the new program and the rest of their

university experiences in areas such as a) classes outside the College of Education, b)
extracumicular activities, c) student employment? :

Product evaluation questions

10. What impact does the program have on University Faculty members? To what extent are people
outside their areas of expertisefinterest? :

1. What impact does the program have on teachers in partnership districts?

SUMMARY OF RESULTS

A summary of results to date is reported here. Every attempt has been made to objectively
summarize and condense the responses and comments of UW faculty, CTL mentor teachers, Clinical
Facufty, Phase |, Il llla, and llic students who were active in the Phase program during Fall, 1993, and
Spring, 1994. The reader is strongly encouraged to read both the Preliminary Evaluation Report and the
full Evaluation Report, which contains more detailed questionnaire results, statistical summaries, and direct
quotes from those surveyed. The summary necessarily lacks much of the impact that direct quotes of
respondents provide. Even greater detail is contained in Avpendix A, the actuai questionnaires, and
Appendix B, the verbatim comments of respondents in both full reports.

1. What are the costs to students in terms of effect on student employment, and
costs of transportation, and housing costs?

Fall, 1993 Phase | Students

A clear consensus existed among Fall '93 Phase | students that participation in the new
undergraduate program imposes a financial burden which the campus-based program did not. Only 12%
of the respondents—including several assigned to WCTL-L~ did not agree. Transfer students and degree

holders attempting to complete the requirements for licensure form a well-defined special interest group
on this point.

Most of the difficulties the students cited were anticipated, rather than actual. Regarding their own
costs during Phase |, most agreed that so far this was not a problem. But, the anxiety level is high, even
among Phase | students, who tend to focus on three main prospective costs: a) the cost of an extended
program, which will take at least 5 years to complete, b) many students who find part-time employment
not only desirable, but necessary, have found it difficult to keep their jobs during Phase semester, and

c) direct out-of-pocket expenses associated with travel and lodging make the new program mare difficult
to finance than the old one.
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Sprinq, 1994 Phase | Students

Fifty-eight percent of respondents in Cycle D expressed the opinion that the Phase program would
be more difficuit for them to finance than the old program would have been. Many students for whom the
added expenses incurred in Phase | had posed no serious problems expressed apprehension over the
prospect of major burdens associated with succeeding Phases.

A new area of concem centered on the additional costs of a five-year baccalaureate program.
Some recipients of scholarships awarded them as outstanding students by the College of Education

pointed out that this financial support would be withdrawn after four years, even though the new program
is not designed to be completed in that time.

Spiing, 1994 Phase |l Students

There were very strohg statements from Phase |l students that adding an extra yeér to the

pregram was a serious financial burden, particularly in fight of the fact that scholarships are for only four
years.

Fall, 1993 Phase llla_Students

Roughly 70 percent of Phase llia students believed that the new program cost more than the old
one did, and that they had not yet identified the additional financial resources which wctid offset the
higher costs. Program requirements of various kinds entailing greater costs, in money and in time, than
students expected seem to be the sharpest focal point of a sense of grievance. '

The requirements of more advanced Phases can be especially hard on a) married students and
parents, b) out-of-state students who not only pay higher tuition, but are often especially hard hit by costs

of lodging away from Laramie, and c) independent students who have similar problems, whether they
come from Wyoming or not.

Then there are the substantial costs of pursuing an extended degree program, which entails both
further educational expenses and an additional period during which the student suffers a loss of income.

A few Cycle A students, having spent more than they had expected to, expressed concem over maeting
upcoming expenses of student teaching.

Students were nearly unanimous in their appreciation of the Phase prcgram’s incorporation of
training activities in CTL classrooms, but even thase who were in a position to bear the additional
expenses associated with travel and who felt no great urgency to complete their training and enter the

work force resented what they interpreted as demands being imposed on them without so much as
consultation, let alone consent.

2. Is the model of the "new program" (i.e., "eacher as reflective declslon-
maker) being realized?

Fall, 1993 UW Facuity

At the end of Fall, 1993, UW Faculty were divided in their perception of whether the Phase
program, as currently implemented, embodied well the College vision of a renewed teacher education
program. Nearly equal numbers of faculty respondents agreed as disagreed that it did. Several faculty
wrote that changes are necessary before the program embodies the vision of facutty.

7
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UW Faculty neither strongly agree nor strongly disagree with whether the theme, "teacher as
decision-maker was an effective organizing principle for students. Comments indicated that the theme is

supported, in theory, by facuity, but they felt it was not emphasized or well articulated, often because of
lack of time. '

Spring, 1994 UW Faculty

in Spring, UW faculty generally agreed that the Phase program, as currently implemented,
embodies well their vision of a renewed teacher education program. Comments emphasized that a
strength of the program was getting students into the schools earfier. There were concems that some
logistical problems still needed solution, that increased communication among UW faculty and mentor

teachers was needed, and fear that some of the proposed changes would not reflect the vision of a
renewed program.

Fall, 1993 Mentor Teachers

Most mentor teachers agreed that the major theme of the new program, "teacher as refiective
decision-maker," provided an effective organizing principle for their UW students. In contrast, several CTL

faculty commented that they found this theme to have little practical value as an organizing principle for
their UW students. '

Spring, 1994 Phase Il Mentor Teachers

Most Phase Il mentor teachers agreed that the three themes of Phase Il provided an effective
organizing framework for their student. However, a number of them expressed confusion over the
relationship among *themes," "processes,” “outcomes," and "documentations." Some mentor teachers
were unaware of the themes. Others were aware that themes existed for Phase |l, but were not sure what
purpose they served. According to 11 mentor teacher comments, the three themes of Phase |l were not

generally understood or systematically used by mentor teachers and UW students as an organizirg
framework or to plan and coordinate leaming activities.

Spring, 1994 Phase lllb Mentor Taachers

Most of the Phase llib teachers responding to the survey agreed that the three fiuid periods of

*guided teaching," independent teaching,” and ‘teaming" provided an effective organizing framework for
their Phase lllb student.

3. What experiences seem particularly effective / ineffective for stddentfs In
achieving outcomes of Phase X? Does the portfolio function as intended?

Fall, 1993 UW Faculty

Experiences which were seen by UW faculty to be most effective for students in achieving
expected outcornes were involvement in classrcoms, observing, and teaching in the schools. Although
faculty were divided on whether course activities enabled their students to achieve the expected outcomes
for their phase, slightly more agreed that they had. Of the only 5 faculty commenting on this item, the
consensus among them was that their course activities did help students achieve outcomes, though time
was short for Phase llla. Comments reflect that the workload is seen as appropriate for all except Phase
Illa, specific methods for elementary education students.

')




Better coordination, co-planning, and communication between methods professors and CTL
mentor teachers were seen to be the most important modifications to make in assignments and

experiences for students. Comments clarify that on-campus and field experiences were not well-
coordinated in Phase llla.

Although faculty were divided in whether or not they feit satisfied with the amount and quality of
evaluative feedback provided by CTL faculty and mentor teachers, a slight majority felt dissatisfied. In
comments, several reported that there was littte evaluative feedback provided by the teachers in the field.

UW faculty were nearly evenly distributed in their perception of the effectiveness of student
portfolios as effective training experiences. Facuity feel the pottfolio is playing little role in the program.
It was not used in Phase llla by many of the instructors. The definition and role of the portfolio are unclear.

Spring, 1994 UW Faculty

In Spring, 1994 Faculty, the predominantly mentioned effective experience was that in the school
in actual teaching, and visits structured around themes, such as cooperative leaming or equity.
Assignments that “make them think like a teacher" were seen to be particularly -effective. Two facuity
members felt the development of an interview portfolio for Phase llic brought the program together for

many students. Several comments suggested a reduction in either the number of outcomes or the number
of credit hours would improve the program.

Most faculty strongly agreed that the development of professional portfolios by students had
enhanced the effectiveness oftheir training experiences. In contrast, comments from two faculty members
cautioned that the portfolios were not really professional portfolios and contained little original thinking.

Fall, 1993 Mentor Teachers

Alarge majority of partnership teachers believed that CTL activities helped their university students
to achieve the expected outcomes for their phase. To the extent CTL faculty were unsure about expected
outcomes, they were also unsure about how well specific activities heiped stucents achieve those
outcomes. Several comments indicated that they were not aware of many Phase outcomes in advance
of what students told them was expected upon amival at their CTL sites. However, even in these instances

-many CTL facully believed they were able to provide meaningful activities that helped UW students
achieve the outcomes for their Phase. '

Giving UW students the experience of applying in the classrcom what had been taught at the
university was considered valuable by CTL faculty. Planning lessons, teaching them, assessing studenits'
work, and subsequently evaluating the effectiveness ofthat lesson for the pumpose of making modifications
was also mentioned as an effective experiences for UW students in achieving expected Phase outcomes.

CTL faculty suggestions for improvement included the following: a) there is a need to scoordinate
assignments for the university students with the curriculum that teachers are responsible for delivering in
the CTLs, b) "integrated units* are great in theory but often create unrealistic teaching expectations for
mentor teachers and their UW students, c) more efficient planning and communication between UW
professors and mentor teachers is needed so that each party knows in advance of cohort visits what the
UW students are to accomplish in the classroom; the "assignment sheets" given to Phase llla students
prior to each CTL. visit were mentioned as being quite helpful in this regard, more time for mentor teachers
and UW students to "reflect" together about lessons taught would be helpful in clarifving the relationship
between experiences in the classroom and Phase cutcomes.
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Some mentor teachers believed a lack of communication was to blame for the poor timing of
many on-campus assignments. Others believed UW students were being.assigned too much unnecessary

“busy work," while others remarked that many of the on-campus assignments were “out of tune with reality
in the classroom.” o ' '

Spring, 1994 Phase |l Mentor Teachers

Many of the comments made by the 35 Phase Il mentor teachers who responded to this question
reflected their overwhelmingly positive reaction to the four-week block of time students spent in their
classrooms during Phase Il. Experiences in the classroom specifically mentioned as being effective for
UW students in achieving the expected outcomes for Phase Il included working with smali and large
groups of students, teaching units and doing demonstrations, using hands-on leaming activities, and
accompanying their mentor teachers to faculty meetings.

In general, UW stucents were said to develop as teachers by virtue of experiences gained in the
areas of classroom management, short and long-term fesson planning, and assessing the progress of
pupils.

One teacher remarked that it was not appropriate for the Phase students to teach lessons using
the lesson plans of their mentor teachers. The lesson plans of experienced teachers are the product of
years of development and familiarity with the curriculum content. In addition, Phase students needed
opportunities to develop their own lesson plans, with guidance from the mentor teacher.

Several mentor teachers were concemed that students were being held responsible for too many
assignments during Phase II, that many of these assignments were not suited in either method or content
to the prevailing curriculum, and that greater emphasis should have been placed on students’ involvement
in smaller tasks, such as playground duty, settling disputes between students, or accompanying the class

to music and/or PE. Several mentor teachers felt the Community Profile assignment required too much
* of the Phase students’ time, time which could have been better utilized in their respective classrooms.

Phase Il mentor teachers were divided over whether developing the professional portfolio, begun
in Phase |, was a central concem for them and their student. The design and purpose of the professional
‘portfolio was not clear to a majority of tiie 14 mentor teachers who commented on this question. Other
teachers described the portfolio process as "busy work" for LiW students that took too much time. There
were no positive comments about the professional portfolio nor was there any acknowledgment of the
portfolio as something that UW students should be developing throughout their Phase experiences.

Spring, 1994 Phase lllb_Mentor Teachers -

Most Phase lllb mentor teachers responding to the survey did not believe developing the
professional portfolio, begun in Phase |, was a central concem for them and their student. The two mentor
teachers who commented on this item were not aware of the professional portfolio or its purpose.

Implementing .classroom management, planning and teaching lessons, using the mentor teacher
as a role model, and working with students with a wide range of abilities were ali mentioned as ¢'fective
experiences for students in achieving the expected outcomes for Phase llib.

Ofthe 9 Phase llb mentor teachers who offered suggestions for modification, most believed that
a closer coordination of assignmeants between UW and the scheol district would better meet the needs
of Phase students and the schoot districts' students. Assignments from UW were often criticized as being
“vague' or "not in tune with the realities of the classroom". Having UW faculty visit the CTL classrooms
was mentioned as a good way to make university assignments more relevant to tha students in the various

10
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school districts and classrooms. Mentor teachers requested more responsibility for assigning tasks to UW
students, thereby reducing the amount of "busy work" assigned by UW Professors.

Fall, 1993 Phase | Students

A large majority found oppo:tunities to observe pupils and teachers in naturai classroom settings
as an indispensable part of their Phase | training. Behaviors most frequently observed were instructional
methods, classroom management, and informal social interaction. Many respondents wrote that informal
conferences with mentors, in which a broad range of professional and personal topics were discussed,
had been especially valuable to them. Several alsc cited the teaching of minilessons and other direct
interactions with pupils as exciting and inspirational leaming experiences. Structured interviews with
administrators, and workshops conducted on site by clinical facuity and administrative persornel were
valuable. Observations of various student services facilities or programs (e.g., resource rooms, Ex-Dropout
Recovery) had been highlights of their first semester's work in their CTL schools.

_Phase | students generally agreed that their campus-based work had been valuable, though they
did not. feel as strongly about it as they did about their CTL activities. Most seemed to find their libraty
assignments valuable, and many commented that they look forward to continuing to develop professional
portfolios. Some workshops and lectures were given highly favorable comments; others were roundly
condemned. A pattem of resistance to the number of observation assignments emerged.

Even at this earty stage in their training, many students find the development of a portfolio valuable
and inherently rewarding. Even students who had doubts about the value of their own portfolios
recognized the potential benefits of compiling one. Some students who did not find compiling a portfolio
especially useful expressed a desire for clearer definitions and more assertive guidance from instructors:

More than 70% of students surveyed agreed that their classwork and leaming activities had
enabled them to achieve course outcomes at levels they themselves found acceptable. A few students,
in different cohorts and different areas of concentration, complained that although they thought they had

met the outcomes acceptably, the outcomes themselves failed to represent an acceptable range of
cognitive levels.

Apparently there was significant variation in approaches to the outcomes taken in different cohorts,
with some emphasizing reading and writing, while others laid emphasis on other types of activities.
Informal exchanges with Phase students over the course of the Fall semester suggest that some tend to
interpret different approaches to meeting the outcomes as inconsistency within the program, and to see
these as further evidence of an inequity founded on differential burdens of time and expense arising from
assignment to CTL's nearer to or farther from Laramie.

Spring, 1994 Phase | Students

Cycle D Phase | students expressed an even higher level of satisfaction with on-campus activities
in their cohorts than those in Cycle C, though nothing like the strong consensus in suppoit of CTL work
emerged in either group. Students found much to praise in their first semester of work in the campus-
based componerit of the Phase program. Among activities mentioned as valuable were papers, lectures,
and class discussions. Several respondents believed that too much emphasis was placed on writing as
a means of giving evidence of the achievement of 2bjectives.

More than one student felt fairfy strongly that their work on campus had failed to rise to the level
of effectiveness they had experienced in CTL's. Some argued that course content shiouid be changed

to emphasize obviously practical material. Related comments contained requests for mare work, and more
substantial intellectual challenges. ‘

11
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Results on a scaled item suggest that students in Cycle D considered portfolio development a
valuable activity, though they may not have been quite as enthusiastic about it as their predecessors in
Cycle C. While it was not uncommon for the fall’s students to attack the very idea of assembling a public
school teacher's portfolio, such remarks were entirely absent in the spring. Negative comments dealt onky
with respondents’ apprehension that their efforts to prepare professional portfolios were not receiving the
necessary guidance and support from university faculty.

Spring, 1994 Phase li Students

Several students commented that great differences in thie expectations of different Phase II
instructors was a problem. They suggested that "all cohort groups should cover the same material and
have the same assignments.* Many who commented expressed the view that writing papers on top of
working in the schools every day for 4 weeks was an excessive work load. Most of those commenting

found portfolios to be useless busy work though a few found them to be helpful in seeing how they were
developing as teachers.

Fall,- 1993 Phase llla Students

Activities in the CTL’s were valuable to virtually all students, both in- General and in Specific
Pedagogy. Eighty-five percent of the respondents submitted strongly positive written responses to the
question regarding "particularly valuable® activities in the CTL. In general, Phase lila students felt that the
training they had received in their mentor teachers’ schools had been so valuable that they wished the
UW faculty members responsible for assessing their achievement had known more about it. All students
who continued their studies in Education up to this point greatly enjoyed bsing in schools.

Widespread criticism focused on the nature and extent of CTL activities required by UW faculty.

_In reporting the effectiveness of their experiences with public school personnel and pupils, students often

condemned what they perceived as a disjuncture between campus and CTL activities. They felt that the

assignments intended to inform their observations cn site rarely enhanced their experiences, and
frequently interfered with them.

Most respondents, regardless of their areas of concentration, found that coordination of activities
was a feature of instruction which required more attention in Phase llla. Students in Phase lila felt strongly
that communication between UW faculty and mentor teachers, stood in great need of improvement. This
theme persisted in responses to questions throughout the survey. Students ascribed a wide range of
pr. blems to what they perceived as inadequate cooperation, both among UW instructors and between

campus and school officials, in the planning, implementation, and evaluation of leaming activities in their
course. '

Among the students who distinguished between their experiences in General and Specific
Pedagogy 60% reported that unrewarding experienices had predominated in on-campus work. Responses
on the related open-ended questions suggest that the experiences of Elementary Education majors in
Specific Methods were so radically different from the experiences of students in more conventional

content-area courses that, for purposes of thesa questions, at least, the two groups constituted separate
populations.

Some students in Elementary Education found their Specific Methods activities valuable, and
although they were aware that their experiences were not typical, they made a point of putting in a good
word for them. Secondary Education majors tended to make invidious comparisons between the

instruction they received in their specific content areas, and the activities of their General Pedagogy
cohotts.
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Some students identified attempts to comply with University Studies Writing requirements as
factors undermining the effectiveness of instruction in Phase courses. Dificulties in organizing and

conducting meaningful writing activities may have contributed to the load cf *busy work" so odious to so
many Phase students.

Those who offered constructive sugnestions placed great emphasis on the value of classroom
experiences in the CTL's, and recommended that UW faculty extend more authority, responsibility, and
courtesy to their mentor-teacher partners.

Thirty-six percent of respondents found their work on portfolios useful while twenty-six percent
strongly disagreed with the proposition. Fall's"Phase | students were much more enthusiastic about this
characteristic feature of the new undergraduate program than were seniors. Several students asserted
that their disillusionment with their portfolios arose from the frustration t".ey felt over being calied upon to
document Phase lll outcomesz which they had failed to achieve. Despite the difficulties encountered by

the pioneers at each stage of Cycle A, several respondents identified portiolios as integral parts of a
program they were finding valuabia. '

4. In what ways should the content, structure, articulation, and sequence of
Phases |, ll, and lll be changed?

Fall, 1993 UW Faculty

UW Faculty reported that there is actually little stability in cohort groups and there is no consensus

that it is a positive experience for students. There were suggestions that tiie cohort experience should
include a greater variety of experiences.

Atthough faculty were divided on whether they thought the Phase program has clear, relevant
performances standards for students, slightly more agreed that it did than disagreed. In contrast, the
majority of the 8 faculty commenting on this issue see the performance standards as vague, trivial, or
excessively wordy. Most of those responding felt the program as currently configured does not provide
for the delivery of important content. There is a concem that the program lacks sufficient substance.
There may be too many standards and too many are judged by writing tasks.

Faculty were nearly evenly distributed in their perception of the effectiveness of student portfolios
as effective training experiences. Faculty feel the portfolio is playing little role in the program. It was not
used in Phase llla by many of the instructors. The definition and role of the portfolio are unclear.

Except for 2 faculty responding, the consensus is that mentor teachers were not involved enough
in the planning and assessment of student leaming. More to the point, there is a need for advance
communication and establishment of a common understanding of what curriculum and methods should
be experienced by students. Better coordination, co-planning, and communication beiween methods
professors and CTL mentor teachers would were seen to be the most important modifications to make
in assignments and experiences for students.

Although faculty were divided in whether cr not they felt satisfied with the amount and quality of
evdluative feedback provided by CTL faculty and mentor teachers, a slight majority felt dissatisfied. In
comments, several reported that there was little evaluative feedback provided by the teachers in the field.

The plan to use 3- or 4-member teams in elementary Phase llla was seen as a change which

would help. Other suggestions included a) securing more faculty, b) assigning a secretary to each phase
team, c) combining general and specific methods, and d) using field representatives.
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A common suggestion to relieve the pressure on students during fieldwork was to make the earfier
experiences closer to Laramie - either in Laramie during early summer, or using WCTL-L, Laramie, and
Cheyenne exclusively for Phase | and Il. Other ideas were to make participation in the program voluntary,
and to make better use of simulations, videos. compressed video for observation.

Spring, 1994 UW Faculty

Most faculty agreed that assignment of students to stable cohort groups enhanced students’
training. In comments some faculty clarified that cohorts were not really "stable, and that cohorts can
become a "club” which excludes everyone else — faculty, teachers, and other students. When cohotts are
working well they are seen to be very effective in promoting leaming.

Most faculty agreed that the program has clear, relevant performance standards for students. In
comments, some suggested that some need revisicn to make them clearer and more relevant. The
difference between *awareness® and "mastery” in the outcomes needs clarification.

Most faculty strongly agreed that the development of professional portfolios by students had
enhanced the effectiveness of their training experiences. Comments from two faculty members cautioned
that the portfolios were not really professional portfolios and contained little original thinking.

Most of those who commented felt that the program does provide a vehicle for the delivery of

important content, although a sizable number felt this was not the strength of the program, because class -
time was too short. '

Fall, 1993 Mentor Teac.aers

A slight majority of CTL respondents thought the new program had clear, relevant perfermance
standards for students. But among those adding comments, a majority felt performance standards were
never made clear to CTL faculty. UW students were reportedly contused by standards characterized as
“ague," *incomplete, or which changing relative to different expectations from UW professors.

There was disagreement among mentor teachers about whether their studenis’ on-campus work
had been well-coordinated with their experiences in the field. Teachers were nearly evenly divided
conceming this item. Some believed a lack of communication was to blame for the poor timing of many
on-campus assignments. Others believed UW students were being assigned too much unnecessary "busy

work,* while others remarked that many of the on-campus assignments were "out of tune with reality in
the classroom.”

Several comments clarified that UW students were not in their CTL classrooms long enough at
any one time. Larger blocks of time were requested for this purpose. Friday aftemoons were mentioned
as being a poor time for UW students to be in the classroom. Others said that the timing of UW
assignments was disruptive to their regular classroom activities.

Although a majority of mentor teacher thought that UW instructors requested an adequate amount
of assessment and evaluative feedback on our students’ work, up to 33% did not feel this was true. The
perception among several who wrote comments was that UW instructors requested very little to no
assessment -or evaluative feedback from CTL faculty.

CTL faculty suggestions included the following: a) there is a need to coordinate assignments for
the university students with the cumiculum that teachers are responsible for delivering in the CTLs, b)
"integrated units" are great in theory but often create unrealistic teaching expectations for mentor teachers
and their UW students, c) more efficient planning and communication between UW professors and mentor
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teachers is needed so that each party knows in advance of cohort visits what the UW students are to
accomplish in the classroom; the “assignment sheets" given to Phase llla students prior to each CTL visit
were mentioned as being quite helpful in this regard.

CTL faculty pointed out that the Specific Methods portion of Phase llla was not well coordinated
with various classroom curricula and suggested: a) that fewer methods professors be assigned, and b)
that methods professors visit the CTL sites as part of an effort to improve communication with mentor

teachers and as means for understanding what kinds of assignments might be most relevant for UW
students in particular classroom settings. .

Suggestions for reducing academic, social, orfinancial hardships of students included a) honoring
students' requests for cohort assignments at locations where they have friends and/or family they could
stay with, b) restructuring CTL experiences into blocks of time appeared to work well, as in Phase I, ¢}
create a fund of some sort to help UW students pay for the added expenses these hardships involve.

CTL faculty expressed confusion over the leaming goals for UW students that were being
assessed. A lack of communication existed between university professors and CTL faculty and, in many
~ cases, CTL faculty were not asked for any input conceming an assessment of their UW students’ work.
Some suggestions were a) to make mentor teacher full partners in the process of assessing UW students,
b) mentor teachers and professors should plan together what the student is to accomplish on any given
visit, and c) generally more frequent communication is needed in the early stages of each Phase.

Spring, 1994 Phase || Mentor Teachers

Most Phase Il mentor teachers agreed that assignment of students into cohort groups appears
to have enhanced their training. Most of the 12 comments reflected the view that cohort groups did
function to enhance the training of UW students. Several teachers expressed concems that the cohort
cornicept could be counterproductive if students did not get along well with fellow cohort members, or
cohort members kept to themselves as much as possible, thus inhibiting UV students from blending in
with faculty at the CTL sites.

Phase Il mentor teachers were divided over whether developing the professional portfolio, begun
in Phase 1, was a central concem for them and their student. The design and purpose of the professional
portfolic was not clear to a majority of the 14 mentor teachers who commented on this question. Other
teachers described the portfolio process as "busy work" for UW students that took too much time. There
were no positive comments about the professional portfolio nor was there any acknowledgment of the
portfolio as something that UW students should be developing throughout their Phase expetiences.

Several mentor teachers felt the Community Profile assignment required too much of the Phase
students' time, time which could have been better utilized in their respective classrooms.

Phase !l mentor teachers strongly agreed that having a UW student for a four-week block of time
was preferable to a series of shorter visits. They were overwhelmingly in favor of the four-week biock of
time. Many felt that this was the "best idea of the Phase Program. Generally speaking, the teachers
viewed the four-week block of time as beneficial because it provided the sustained exposure necessary
for mentor teachers, UW students, and public-school students to develop relationships in the classroom.

A majority of Phase Il mentor teachers felt that CTL faculty and mentor teachers participated
effectively in the planning of activities and evaluation procedures in Phase Il. However, in comments,
several teachers stated that they were never asked to participate in the planning of activities and

evaluation procedures. One teacher requested guidelines conceming the mentor's role in evaluating UW
students.
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Spring, 1994 Phase lilb Mentor Teachers

Most Phase lllb mentor teachers responding to the survey did not believe developing the
professional portfolio, begun in Phase |, was a central concem for them and their student. The two mentor
teachers who commented on this item were not aware of the professional porifolio or its purpose.

- Almost all Phase lllb mentor teachers responding to the survey agreed that the scheduled 12-week
full-time residency for their Phase b student fit their school schedule well. One teacher requested that
Phase students begin their full-time residency when the public schools resume instruction: after Christmas;
that is, during Phase lllb, UW students should come and go according to the school district calendar and

not UW's schedule. Another mentor teacher suggested that a 16-week residency would be more effective
than the current 12-week residency.

Spring, 1994 Clinical Facuity

Clinical faculty were asked what parts of the cohort concept are working well and what needs to
be modified. Clinical faculty in towns with large cohort groups found it difficult to organize activities. They
saw little cohesion among the students in large cohort groups. Smaller cohort groups "bonded” to a

greater degree than farger cohort groups, thus allowing members to provide one another with emotional
and -professional support. -

Fall, 1993 Phase | Students

Some felt their visits to CTL's had not been aciequately planned and prepared for in advance, and
it is common to hear students in all phases express a desire to see CTL personnel more effectively
integrated into the planning, instruction, and evaluation of their cohorts’ work.

While 30% of respondents have not had problems with schedule conflicts between required
undergraduate work in Education and content-area courses in other colleges, 60% have. Outside classes
most frequently mentioned as conflicting with the Phase schedule included offerings in Math, Sciences,
and foreign languages. The major factor, in Phase |, appears to have been the pre-emption of Friday

coursework outside the College. Upperclassmen and post-baccalaureate students were most intensely
frustrated with these confiicts. :

Spring, 1994 Phase | Students

Blocking Phase classes on Thurédays and Fridays created schedule conflicts with other courses
for some. Several respondents believed that too much emphasis was placed on writing as a means of
giving evidence of the achievement of objectives.

A well-established theme of dissatisfaction with the uncertainty of program design ran through
comments from students in all demographic categories.

Several comments designated advising as an area calling for serious attention, and a source of
considerable anxiety and resentment. Some commentators perceived a connection between changes
being made in program design and the difficulties so widely experienced by students in the area of

advising. There was a sense that stabilizing program structure would permit a desirable degree of flexibility
notably absent to date. .

Scheduling problems arising from the Thursday/Friday blocked hours occasioned a broad pattern
of comments. As in the Fall, students in some subject areas experienced serious interference with course
selection during a Phase semester.
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Spring, 1994 Phase |l Students

Severai students commented that great differences in the expectations of different Phase I

instructors was a problem. They suggested that "all cohort groups should cover the same material and
have the same assignments."

Many who commented expressed the view that writing papers on top of working in the schools
every day for 4 weeks was an excessive work load. Although some felt the outcomes were clear, several
thought the outcomes should be rewritten to make them clearer and less complex.

Most of those commented found portfolios to be useless busy work though a few found them to
be helpful in seeing how they were developing as teachers. Several commented that they wished there

had been greater preparation in working with exceptional children in the classroom, with discipline and
mainstreaming.

Eight out of the ten students who commented reported that they had experienced schedule
conflicts between Phase I and their content courses outside the College of Education.

Fall, 1593 Phase llla Students

Most respondents, regardless of their areas of concentration, found that coordination of activities
was a feature of instruction which required more aitention in Phase Illa. A significant pattem of

constructive criticism suggests the desirability of including CTL personnel more actively in the planning
and evaluation of student activities in Phase llla.

Fewer than a quarter of the students who responded felt that their workload in Phase llla had not

been excessive. Nearly twice that many strongly agreed with the proposition. At least at the level of
student perceptions, this was a problem area. '

Some students identified attempts to comply with University Studies Writing requirements as
facters undermining the effectiveness of instruction in Phase courses. Difficulties in organizing and

conducting meaningful writing activities may have contributed to the load of "busy work* so odious to so
many Phase students. )

Written comments indicated that Secondary Education majors tended to have greater problems
with schediule ccnflicts than did Elementary Education majors.

5. What parts of the cohort concept are working well and what needs to be modified?

Fall, 1993 UW Facuity

In Fall, 1993, most facuity did not feel that the assignment of students in the Phase program to
stable cohort groups appears to have enhanced their training. They report that there is actually little
stability in cohort groups and there is no consensus that it is a positive experience for students. There are
_suggestions that the cohort expericnce should include a greater variety of experiences.

Spring, 19v4 UW Faculty

Facuity surveyed in Spring, 1994 agreed that assignment of students to stable cohort groups did
enhance students’ training. In comments some faculty clarified that cohorts were not really "stable," and
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that cohorts can become a “club" which excludes everyone else -- facully, teachers, and other students.
When cohorts are working well they are seen to be very effective in promoting leaming.

Fall, 1993 Mentor Tea_chers

A large majority of mentor teachers agreed or strongly agreed that assignment of students in the
Phase program to stable cohort groups appeared to have enhanced their training. Their added comments
reflected two views: a) cohort groups helped UW students_ by serving as a source of emotionai support
and as a forum in which they felt comfortable discussing their teaching experiences, or h) cohort
affiliations were too cohesive and this prevented UW students from "blending into the on-site faculty”. in

a few instances, it was noted that UW students did not appear to "fit in well* with their fellow UW cohort- -
group members. ‘ '

Sbrinq, 1994 Phase il Mentor Teachers

Most Phase Il mentor teachers agreed that assignment of students into cohort groups appears
to have enhanced their training. Most of the 12 comments reflected the view that cohort groups did
function to enhance the training of UW students. Several teachers expressed concems that the cohort
concept could be counterproductive if students did not get along well with fellow cohort members, or

cohort members kept to themselves as much as possible, thus inhibiting UW students from blending in
with facuity at the CTL sites.

Spring, 1994 Clinical Faculty

Of the 10 CTL facuity who commented, most voiced concems about the process of placing
university students with mentor teachers. They fear that if there are too many cohort groups at a time they

will run out of mentors and teachers willing to be observed. CTL faculty requested information about
students needing placement in a more timely fashion.

Clinical faculty were asked what parts of the cohort concept are working weil and what needs to
be modified. Clinicai faculty in towns with large cohort groups found it difficult to organize activities. They
saw little cohesion among the students in large cohort groups. Smaller cohort groups *bonded" to a

greater degree than larger cohort groups, thus allowing members to provide one another with emotional
and professional support.

Clinical faculty believed that if cohort membership continues to increase in the future, more time
will be needed for mentor teachers, college students, and UW faculty to meet in person for the purpose
of coordinating activities. Also, monetary compensation for mentor teachers will eventually become
necessary to ensure their participation in the Phase program. :

Fall, 1993 Phase | Students

Apparently there was significant variation in approaches to the outcomes taken in different cohorts,
with some emphasizing reading and writing, while others laid emphasis on other types of activities.
Informal exchanges with Phase students over the course of the Fall semester suggest that some tend to
interpret different approaches to meeting the outcomes as inconsistency within the program, and to see
these as further eviderice of an inequity founded on differential burdens of time and expense arising from
assignment to CTL's nearer to or farther from Laramie.

The program’s emphasis on group work in stable cohorts may be having the effect of making the

problems of any class of students-such as single parents and other "non-traditionals,” or seconc:
bachelor's and licensure-only candidates—common problems for all in the program. While this may be
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a strength of the new program, it places a premium on effactive communication between College
personnel and students. Structural problems which are not promptly identified and resolved may become
the basis of a generalized sense of disempowerment and neglect, or, in extreme cases, even of abuse.

Spring, 1994 Phase Il Students

Several students commented that great differences in the expectations of different Phase i

instructors was a problem. They suggested that "all cohort groups should cover the same material and
have the same assignments.”

6. How can communication between university methods teachers and CTL teachers be
Improved?

Eail, 1993 UW Faculty

Faculty were sharply and evenly divided on whether CTL faculty and mentor teachers had
participated effectively in the planning of activities in the phase in which they worked. In comments, a
range of experiences was reported. Some felt communication and planning was good, others thought it
poor. The lack of communication in Phase llla was mentioned by many. Better coordination, co-planning,
and communication between methods professors and CTL mentor teachers were seen to be the most
important modifications to make in assignments and experiences for students.

Spring, 1884 UW Facuity

Again, in Spring, 1994, faculty were nearly evenly divided on whether their students’ oh-campus
work was well-coordinated with their field experiences. Iri contrast, there was strong agreement that CTL
faculty and mentor teachers had participated effectively in the planning of activities. There were comments
that mentor teachers were superb cooperative colleagues. Most faculty were satisfied with the amount and
quality of evaluative feedback provided by CTL faculty and mentor teachers.

Fall, 1993 Mentor Teachers

There was disagreement among mentor teachers about whether their students’ on-campus work
had been well-coordinated with their experiences in the field. Teachers were nearly evenly divided

conceming this item. Some believed a lack of communication was to blame for the poor timing of many
on-campus assignments.

CTL faculty suggestions included the following: a) there is a need to coordinate assignments for
the university students with the curiculum that teachers are responsible for delivering in the CTLs, b) more
efficient planning and communication between UW professors and mentor teachers is needed so that
each party knows in advance of cohort visits what the UW students are to accomplish in the classroom:;
the "assignment sheets* given to Phase llla students prior to each CTL visit were mentioned as being quite
helpful in this regard.

Some CTL faculty pointed out that the Specific Methods portion of Phase lila was not well
coordinated with vatious classroom cumicula and suggested: a) that fewer methods professors be
assigned, b) that methods professors visit the CTL sites as part of an effort to improve communication with
mentor teachers and as means for understanding what kinds of assignments might be most relevant for
UW students in particular classroom settings, and ¢) make mentor teacher full partners in the process
of assessing UW students, d) that mentor teachers and professors should plan together what the student
is to accomplish on any given visit.
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UW Facuity were asked if their partners in the schools and classrooms where students worked
were appropriately involved in the planning and assessment of their students’ leaming. Also, if they
believed there is room for improvement in this area, what measures might be implemented to strengthen
the partnership? Most comments expressed the opinion that there was appropriate involvement of the
mentor teachers in planning and assessment of students. Several faculty suggested that there is still a
need for greater planning together and training before working in a given phase of the program.

Spring, 1994 Phase. Il Mentor Teachers

Most Phase Il mentor teachers believed their student's on-campus work was well coordinated with
_his/her experience in the field. In comments, mentor teachers expressed the desire to communicate more
actively with the university to coordinate on-campus work with UW students’ expectations in the field.
Some expressed frustration over the fact that they often had to find out what was expected of them by UW
faculty through their UW Phase students rather than directly from UW faculty. :

To make more effective use of instructional and support personnel, many of the mentor teachers
suggested setting up a series of meetings in the field for clinical faculty, mentor teachers, and UW facutty.
These meetings would facilitate communication and help to clarify future roles and expectations. Specific
suggestions included allowing stidents to change mentor teachers after two weeks and having UW faculty
provide seminars to teachers in the school districts.

Spring, 1994 Phase lllb Mentor Teachers

Among the suggestions of mentor teachers to sirengthen the partnership were that more meetings
with and without CTL students should he scheduled, and that actual UW observations of the CTL would

be helpful. Mentor teachers requested more opportunities to plan and assess their students’ leaming in
concert with UW facuity as a means to strengthen the partnership.

Spring, 1994 Clinical Faculty

Clinical faculty suggested several mechanisms for improving communication among university
methods teachers, the clinical faculty, and mentor teachers: face-to-face meetings, holding workshops,
having lunch together, amanging conferences, and sharing written outlines of course activities and goals.

Fall, 1993 Phase | Students

The fact that communication between UW faculty and mentor teachers was never mentioned as

an issue by Phase | students may indicate that this is not perceived as a problem. It may be that this
communication is effective and not problematic.

Spring, 1994 Phase Il Students

Several studenis wrote that communication between the CTL and the university could be
improved. There apparently were incidents where the CTL's did not know students were coming.

Fall, 1993 Phase llia_Students

_ Students in Phase llla feit strongly that communication between UW faculty and CTL personnel,
particularly mentor teachers, stood in great need of improvement. This theme persisted in responses to
questions throughout the survey. Students ascribed a wide range of problems to what they perceived as
inadequate cooperation, both among UW instructors and between campus and school officials, in the
planning, implementation, and evaluation of leaming activities in their course.
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7. How have student enrolilment patterns changed as a result of the program?
number of students

number of majors

credit hour generation

demographic profile of majors

double majors, endorsements

part-time, non-traditionail, athletes, minorities, single parents,
married students

g. time in major

o NN

Though a profile of the current students in the Phase program is included below, we do not yet

have a comparable profile of students prior to the new program or students curmrently finishing under the
old program.

Fall, 1993 Phase | Students

The profile of students in Phase 1, Fall, 1993, follows. Seventy-five percent are female, 88% are
Caucasian, the median age is 20-21. Although some 20% of the 69 students surveyed in Phase | were
married, only 10% reported that dependents were presently living with them. A large majority of
participants meet the profile of the “raditional" college student.

Students had completed an estimated median of 19 hours in education, 14 hours outside
education, and a total of 51 total hours, estimated separately by students. More than 1/3 of these students
had transferred from a community college or other college or univessity. Five respondents indicated that
they had already eamed a bachelor's degree;. two of these aiso reported having eamed M.S. degrees.

A majority of the students Were preparing for early childhood and elementary education afthough
at least 30% were preparing to teach at the middle school, jui:ior high or high school level.

Sprina, 1584 Phase | Students

The profile of students in Phase |, Cycle D follows. Seventy-one percent were female; all but two
were Caucasian. The median age of the group as a whole was 20-21, with 20% reporting ages older than
23, qualifying them as "non-traditional* in that respect. Ancther imiportant index of non-traditional status,
family formation, yielded a similar profile: Roughly 13% were marmied, and the same number—including
some unmarmied students—reported having dependents living with them.

The typical student estimated that she had completed something under 20 hours of coursework
in education, and roughly twice that many credit-hours outside the College of Education. Some 60% of
these students had taken all their classes at UW; about half of the remaining group, or 20% had
transferred in from a community college. Three had eamed AA degrees before entering the Phase

program; 5 already held bachelors degrees. No respondents in the spring cohorts reported holding
advanced degrees.

More than half of those who had declared an area of concentration were preparing to teach at the
elementary or early childhood evels. About one thiid were pursuing majors in content areas. Four of the
59 reported a dominant interest in Special Education.
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Phase llla_Students

The profile of students in Phase lila, Fali, 1993, follows. Seventy-one percent were female, 91%
were Caucasian, the median age was 22-23. Although some 18% of the 55 students surveyed in Phase

Il were married, only 9% reported that dependents were presently living with them. A large majority of
participants met the profile of the "raditional* college student.

Students had completed an estimated median of 47 hours in education, 62 hours outside
education, and a total of 114 total hcurs, estimated separately by students. Nearly half (47%) of these
students had transferred from a community college or other college or university. No respondents
indicated that they had already eamed a bachelor's degree or higher.

Alarge majority of the students were preparing for early childhood and elementary education with
no more than 13% preparing for teaching at grade seven or above.

8. How well is student advising working?

Fall, 1993 UW Faculty

There is a strong concem among UW facufly that students may not be receiving effective advising.
Comments reflect lack of faculty knowledge conceming advising. Some feel that advising is inconsistent
and that, in particular, Phase llla students during Fail, 1993 semester were misadvised.

Spring, 1994 UW Facutty

" Though faculty are divided on whether they believe students are receiving effective advising, a

majority responded that they did not. The changes and transmons in Room 100 were listed as reasons
for advising problems. :

Fall, 1993 Phase | Students

Other colleges failed to block courses needed by Education majors, creating insoluble problems
for many Phase students. An unresponsiveness to scheduling problems of this sort was noted by a
number of respondents, who tended to infer from their experience that scheduling and advisement were
low priorities in the new program. Several students, commenting on conflicts within the College, were less
inclined to attribute scheduling problems to the apparent indifference of College personnel than to

administrative incompetence. Upperclassmen and post-baccalaureate students were most mtensely
frustrated with these conflicts.

Spring, 1994 Phase | Students

A well-established theme of dissatisfaction with the uncertainty of program design ran through
comments from students in all demographic categories. Several comments designated advising as anarea
calling for serious attention, and a scurce of considerable anxiety and resentment.

Some commentators perceived a connection between changes being made in program design
and the difficulties so widely experienced by students in the area of advising. There was a sense that
stabilizing program structure would permit a desirable degree of flexibility notably absent to date.




9. What are students’ experiences related to Integration of the new program and -
the rest of their university experiences In areas such as a) ciasses outside

the College of Education, b) extracurricular activities, ¢) student
employment.

Fall, 1993 Phase | Students

While 30% of respondents have not had problems with schedule conflicts between required
undergraduate work in Education and content-area courses in other colleges, 60% have. Outside classes
most frequently mentioned as conflicting with the Phase schedule included offerings in Math, Sciences,
and foreign languages. The major factor, in Phase |, appears to have been the pre-emption of Friday

coursework outside the College. Other colleges failed to block courses needed by Education majors,
creating insoluble problems for many Phase students.

Although stud.nts were far more likely to agree strongly than to disagree strongly that the
program conflicted with extracurricular or co-curricular activities, the division of opinion was remarkably
even in Phase |. By far the most frequently cited non-academic conflict was with employment. By far the

greatest cause of anxiety, however, was apprehension over the prospective interference which students
feared they would encounter during later phases of their programs.

Spring, 1994 Phase | Students

Scheduling problems arising from the Thursday/Friday blocked hours occasioned a broad pattemn

of comments. As inthe Fall, students in some subject areas experienced serious interference with course
selection during a Phase semester. '

Phase | students appeared content with the degree to which their CTL activities are aligned with
formal studies on campus. The factor of long-distance travel, mentioned as an overall design flaw by
several students in Cycle C, was not an issue for students in Cycle D.

Only about a quarter of the respondents disagreed in any degree with assettion that Phase i did
not cause course confiicts, while nearly two-thirds agreed or strongly agreed with it. Even -in Phase |,
schedule conflicts with content-area courses were perceived as a major problem.

Well over half of Cycle D’s Phase | students reported having experienced no significant conflict
between their teacher training and their pursuit of a well-rounded education. Some of these commented-
. that they had avoided such conflicts by heeding the advice of their counselors in the College of Education

not to schedule any activities which would conflict with their blocked work in courses.

Not more wian 20% of Phase | students responding to the poll agreed to any exteat that the
pregram had interfered with their personal or social life. For students in Cycle D, this area of concem
appears to have presented no significant problems during their underclass years.

Spring, 1994 Phase Il Students

Eigﬁt out of the ten students who commented reported that they had expetienced schedule
conflicts between Phase Il and their content courses outside the College of Education. Many of the few
who commented found the program conflicted with their ability to keep a patt-time job.
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Fall, 1993 Phase llla_Students

Written comments indicated that Secondary Education majors tended to have greater problems
with schedule conflicts than did Elementary Education majors.

Eighty percent of Phase llla students felt that program requirements had conflicted with their
desires to participate in broadly educational activities in voluntary associations. Only 11 students reported
no significant conflict between their Phase commitments and campus activities traditionally understood

as rounding out the college experience. Several others accounted for a lack of conflict by explaining that
they had relinquisned college life outside the classroom. '

Over 60 percent of students in Phase llla believed that disruptions of personal or social life which
they attributed to their participation in the new undergraduate program might have been avoidable.
Students generally agreed that the workload had made it impossible for them to experience what they
regarded as a *nomal* undergraduate education, but they reacted to this condition differently. Some
considered it a legitimate cost of pursuing superior technical training. Some non-traditional students

regretted the extent to which their undergraduate studies had interfered with what they regarded as family
obligations.

10. ~ What impact does the program have on University Facuity members? To what
extent are people outside their areas of expertise/interest?

Fall, 1993 UW Faculty

Faculty were evenly divided on whether their undergraduate teaching assignments in the Phase
program were well aligned with their areas of professional specialization. Of the only 6 faculty who

commented on this item, miost felt that their specialized professional knowledge was not used in the
program.

There was sharp division among the faculty about whether they feit their time, as a human
resource availabie to the College of Education, was well used in the Phase program. All but one faculty
member adding a comment felt their time was not well used. The comments of these were generally that
the amount of time spent in meetings was excessive or that the program required too much time.

The majority of faculty felt that their actual instructional efforts are not fairly represented in the
faculty workload formula. Most comments expressed the view that the amount oftime spent was excessive
in relation to the facuity workload formula.

Although 3 faculty disagree, a large majority felt their instructional responsibilities had drawn them
out of their fields of major interest into areas where | feel they felt less well qualified. But of the only 5 who

commented on this item, the consensus was that being drawn out of their major field was not necessarily
a negative, and even a benefit for some.

A majority of faculty felt that their experiences in the CTL had contributed significantly to their
professional growth. Of the 7 faculty adding a comment to this item only 2 thought it had not contributed
to professional growth. Most felt it had contributed, even that this was the best part of the program.

A majority of faculty expect to participate in the Phase program in future years in roles similar tc
those they have played that semester. However, the bulk of those commenting expressed reluctance to
continua but felt some lack of choice.
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Spring, 1994 UW Facuity

Faculty in Spring, 1994, were also divided on whether their undergraduate teaching assignments
in the Phase program wagc been well aligned with their areas of professional specialization. About half the
faculty agreed and half disagreed. One comment clarified that the teaching assignment was certainly in
a comfortable area even it if was outside his or her specialized area.

Facuity are nearly evenly divided on whether they feel their time, as a human resource avallable
to the College of Education, was well used in the Phase program.

UW faculty strongly agreed that their experiences in the CTL had contributed significantly to their
professional growth.

Though most agreed that their actual instructional efforts were fairly represented in the'faculty
workload formula, reservations were expressed in several comments. There was concem that travel time
was under-represented, and that an overioad was accepted in doing Phases lilb and llic. One facufty

member believed the proposed reduction in Phase | credit hours would create an overload, unless
expectations were reduced as well.

Faculty were asked if they have found their work in the Phase program professionally and/or
personally rewarding. Almost every response to this question was extremely positive. Faculty felt that the
program allowed them to promote and see growth in students, to provide them with critical skills need
to effectively evaluate their school visits. They believe their students are self-motivated, responsible, and

actively involved in their leaming. Several reported seeing the schools and the relationship between school
and the University "with new eyes.”

11. What impact does the program have on teachers in partnership districts?

Fall, 1993 Mentor Teachers

A slight majority of mentor teachers felt that the university and the school district had provided
adequate training and support for mentor teachers, but a sizable minority disagreed. Concem over a
general lack of training was expressed by some CTL faculty.

A majority of mentor teachers felt their time, as a resource made available to teacher education,
had been well used in the Phase program, but several comments indicated that they were frustrated by
the amount of time used to facilitate UW students’ completion of on-campus assignments.

Partnership teachers were neutral conceming whether their instructional efforts in UW's Phase
program had been appropriately recognized and compensated by the school district. Nine CTL facuity feit
they had received little or no recognition or compensation. Money, tumon waivers, and release time were

- suggested as possible ways to provide adequate compensation.

A large majority of CTL faculty reported that their experiences with UW faculty and students in the
Phase program had contributed significantly to their professional growth. Mentor teachers said they
enjoyed having the UW students in their classrooms, they leamed from their students as well as teaching
them, that the Phase program had opened a new channel of communication between the schools and
the university, and that working with the UW students encouraged mentor teachers to reflect on their own
classroom teaching methods and assumptions about how children leam.
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Spring, 1994 Phase |l Mentor Teachers

A large majority of Phase l mentor teachers agreed or strongly agreed that their experiences with
UW faculty and students in the Phase program had contributed significantly to their professional growth.
The Phase Il students were appreciated by the majority of their mentor teachers for the enthusiasm and
new ideas they brought to the classroom. Several mentor teachers found that working with Phase
students encouraged them to reflect on their own theories of education and teaching practices.

Phase Il mentor teachers were asked if they had found their werk in the new program
professionally and/or personally rewarding. A clear majority ofthe 33 Phase ll mentor teachers responding
-this question stated that they found the new program to be professionally and personally rewarding. A
common theme throughout the comments was that having an enthusiastic Phase student contributed
significantly to &4 more positive classroom environment for both the mentor teachers and their students.

The Phase Il students were appreciated by the majority oftheir mentor teachers for the enthusiasm
and new ideas they brought to the classroom. Several mentor teachers found that working with Phase
students encouraged them to reflect on their own theories of education and teaching practices.

Spring, 1994 Phase llib Mentor Teachers

Most Phase lllb teachers responding to the survey believed their experiences with UW faculty and
students in the Phase Program contributed significantly to their professional growth.

Phase lllb mentor teacher were asked if they found their work in the new program professionally
and/for personally rewarding. Comments to this question represented a wide range of reactions on the part
of mentor teachers to having Phase students in their classrooms. Mentor teachers stated that, in many
cases, their Phase students were highly motivated individuals who reduced the total amount of work for
their mentor teachers. In other cases, mentor teachers reported that the preserice of Phase students in
their classrooms hindered classroom routines ana :ncreased mentor teacher stress levels.

Spring, 1894 Clinical Faculty

Clinical faculty were asked what impact their district's participation in the Wyoming Teacher
Education Program has had on teachers in their district. Clinical faculty characterized the impact of their
districts’ participation in the Phase program on classroom teachers in terms of the enjoyment of working

with college students, the enthusiasm many Phase students contribute to their CTL sites, and the infusion
of new ideas and perspectives on teaching.

Clinical faculty were asked what impact their district's participation in the Wyoming Teacher
Education Program has had on their school and district. A few clinical facufty viewed the Phase program
as providing the school districts with a potential source of new teachers who could be hired after
completing their student teaching. Some believed that the Phase program conferred a certain amount of
prestige on participating schoais. Others mentioned the benefits of having UW personnel visit the CTL
sites where they could provide inservices, workshops, or seminars to district personnel.
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COMPLETE EVALUATION QUESTIONS

Evaluation questions were developed based on individual interviews, focus group interviews,
questionnaires, and program documents, collected during September and October, 1993 from Coliege
of Education faculty, CTL teachers, CTL administrators, education students, education graduate students,
and University administrators. The 236 separate questions raised by these stakeholders were assigned
to categories by theme. From these, 131 questions were extracted which represent each of 47 question
categories. Although all question categories are listed here, not all questions were addressed during the
evaluation of 1993-1994. Those questions in boidfaced type are addressed in this report.

Input evaluation questions

Costs and Funding for the College

1. What are the past, current, and projected future costs of the program?

Resources - Faculty

2. What are the faculty resource needs of the new program and do we have sufficient faculty to meet
these needs?

Quality of College of Education faculty

3. Do our facuity have sufficient knowledge and experience to deliver the program? How can we heip
: our own faculty to acquire these skills?

Faculty - Specialists vs. Generalists

4. What should we do about the issue of whether to hire specialists or generalists?

Design - Intemship

5. How can intemship experienced ke designed to better articulate with the rest of the university, with
public schools, and with students’ lives?

Resources - CTLs

6. Have resources been adequate in identifying and rewarding well-trained mentor teachers?

Incentives for CTLs

7. What incentives are there for CTL people’s commitment over the long term?

Quality of CTL Facuity

8. What qualifications have been established for mentor teachers and how do we ensure that

Q7

students are placed with quality master teachers?




10.

11.
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Student costs

What are the costs to studente In terms of effect on student employment, and
costs of transportation, and housing coats?

Student Time
How do we address the problem of the time required to complete the program?

Travel and Housing Off Campus Expenses

How can the awkward logistics of travel and housing be handled?

Process evaluation questions

12.

13.

14.

18.

16.

17.

18.

Vision

is the model of the "mew program" (lLe., “eacher as reflective decision-
maker”) being n:~lzed?

_ Design - Relationship to past

To what extent have we camied forward what we have leamed from previous experimental

-programs into the new program?

Quality

Tc what extent does the program acad'eniically isolate education students by using blocked
course with only education majors, science and math courses oniy for educators? How do we
justify almost no upper division requirements in the "Area of Concentration." The only upper

division requirements are in education. To what extent does-the program meet the state
standards?

Design - Program Administration

Have we made the organizational changes necessary to support the new teacher education
program?

Curriculum

What experilences seem particularly effective / Ineffective for students In
achieving outcomes of Phase X? Does the portfolio function as intended?

Design - Changing content of Phases

In what ways should the content, structure, articulation, and sequence of
Phasss |, II, and Ill be changed?

Qutcomes - how do we measure them?

Do we have an adequate system in place for evaluating altemative ways of meeting Phase
competencies other than by "seat time" in the Phase courses?




19.

21,

28.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

Quality - student screening

Do we have in place a process to screen student applicants, and to monitor mastery of outcomes
in progressing through tha program?

Design - Adding new courses

Is the program philosophy subverted when we add courses like World Literature and a Matt- 11
course to the program in order to comply with University Studies requirements? .

Design of Off Campus Experiences

What benefits and clisadvantages have been obsetved from the practice of placing all students
in a single cohort in one building, as opposed to placing them in several buildings?

Deslgn of Cohorts

What parts of the cohort concept are working well and what needs to be modifled?
Integration of Faculty and Cuniculum

How do we deal with the problem that although the syllabus for Phase ill emphasizes integration
of curriculum, there are 7 separate methods teachers with separate agendas.

Role of CTL teachers
What is the best use of clinical faculty in the Phase program?

Communication between the COE and CTLs

How can communication between university methods teachers and CTL teachers be improved.

Common Lang' uage for Professional Practice between University and School

How can we resolve academic and philosophical differences between the University faculty and
the mentor teachers?

Design - Other

How can we implement adaptations which will preserve the goals and principles of the new
program while bringing it into line with the resources available to the college and the university,
students, and cooperating agencies? How can we develop special emphases based on student
level (Early Childhood, Middle School) or other factors while mesting the basic outcomes?

Student Enroliment_Pattems

How have student enroliment patterns changed as a result of the program?
a. number of students

b. number of majors

c. . credit hour generation

d. demographic proflle of majors
] double majors, endorsements )




31.

35.

37.

27
t. part-time, non-traditional, athietes, minorities, singis parents,
married students
g- time in major

Aliemative Tracks for Students

How can we develop altemative "tracks” for non-traditiona! students and students who transfer into
education from cther majors, rather than deaiing with students on an ad hoc basis?

Students Who Declare a Major Lata_er

What are we doing/nof doing to address students who came to us with degree in hand? How
many students will we lose from elementary education because they have not declared their major
as freshmen? Do we want tc axclude those who declare later or change majors?

University Studies

What is the effect of the Phase program on the general, liberal education of students in i&? How
~an we coordinate the new teacher education programs, especially the slementary education
program, with the University Studies Program?

Student Advising

How well Is student advising working?

_Effect on Student Lives

What are studenis’ experiences ralated to Integration of the new pm«ghm and
the rest of their university experiences In areas such as a) classes outside

the College of Education, b) extracurricular activities, c) student
employment.
Students - Other

How are the cohorts dealing with a student whose teaching area either isn't in or isn't strong in
the cohort's district-e.g., AgEd or For. Lang.?

Community Colleges
How well is the program integrated with programs in the community colleges?
Perceptions of the Program

How is the program perceived by students, UW faculty outside the College of Education, school
administrators, other states and NCATE? How effective/ineffective has our publicity been?

Input from stakeholders
What do important stakeholders have to say, stich as, a) UW faculty and clinical faculty infout of
Phase participation, b) students who are In, axpect to be in the Phase course, and from students

who've opted out, and ) varicus campus groups, for example student affairs, athletics, the
Collega of Aris and Science.
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38.

Evaluation

How will this evaluation present a fair comparison between the new program and the oid?

Product evaluaticn questions

39.

a1,

47.

Qutcomes - knowlaedge and skills

To what extent does the new program impart knowledge and skills mandated by the Wyoming
Program Approval Standards and NCATE”

Qutcomes - better teachers

To what degree are new program graduates better prepared to teach (from the perspectives of
students, partnership members, employers, etc.)?

Quicomes - stronger academic background

Is the goal of strengthening the academic background of teachers being accomplished by the
program?

Effects on Facul

What impact does the program have on University Faculty members? To what
extent are people outside their areas of expe:tise/interest?

Effects of Program on Teachers :

What Impact does the program have on teachers In partnership districis?
Qutccmes - Other

What things have happened as a result of new alliances growing out of the Phase program? What
were important unintended outcomes for students patticipating in Phase X?

Effucts of Program on Collaboration between University and Schools

Do participants in the program—UW facuity, CTL staff, teacher candidates, public school students—
perceive any significant changes in the relationships between the university and the public schools
participating in the program?

Effects of Program_on Resfructuring Schoeols

What new, different, changed relationstiips have occurred among faculty/staff within a school &
school district?

Graduate Programs

What affoct does the program have on graduate programs in the college, in terms of faculty,
mongy, other resources?




SUMMARY OF QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS
Fail, 1993 UW Faculty Survey

Faculty neither strongly agree nor strongly disagree with whether the theme, 'teaéher as decision-
maker was an effective organizing principle for students. Comments indicated that the theme is supported,
in theory, by faculty, but they felt it was not emphasized or well articulated, often because of lack of ima.

Faculty are divided in their perception of whether the Phase program, as currently implemented,
embodies well the College vision of a renewed teacher education program. Nearly equal numbers of
faculty respondents agreed as disagreed with the item statement. Comments reflect this lack of

consensus. Several faculty wrote that changes are necessary before the program embodies the vision of
taculty.

Most faculty did not feel that the assignment of students in the Phase program to stable cohort
groups appears to have enhanced their training. They report that there is actually little stability in cohort
groups and there is no consensus that itis a positive experience for students. There are suggestions that
_‘the cohort experience should include a greater varisty of experiences.

Although faculty were divided on whether logistics of travel and housing for students were handled
satisfactorily, slightly more believed is was satisfactory than unsatisfactory. Although some faculty thought

travel and housing were not a problem for their students, others expressed concem about traveling and
housing in the more distance sites.

There is a strong concem that students may not receiving effective advising. Comments reflect
lack of faculty knowledge conceming advising. Some feel that advising is inconsistent and that, in
particular, Phase llla students during Fall, 1993 semester were misadvised.

Although faculty were divided on whether they thought the Phase program has clear, relevant
performances standards for students, slightly more agreed with the item statement. In contrast, the
majority of the 8 faculty commenting on this item see the perfomance standards as vague, trivial, or
excessively wordy. There may be too many standards and too many are judged by writing tasks.

Faculty were divided on whether performance standards had enabled them to provide their
students with reiiabie, fair assessments of the stated outcomes, but slightly more felt they had not. Otthe
only 4 faculty members who commented on this item, all feit performance standards did not enable them
to provide students with good assessment of outcomes, often due to time constraints.

Faculty were nearly evenly distributed in their perception of the effectiveriess of studert portfolios
as effective training experiences. Faculty feel the portfolio is playing little role in the program. ®* was not
used in Phase llla by many of the instructors. The definition and role of the portfolio are unclear.

Facuity were nearly evenly divided on whether their students were well prepared to undertake the -
work required of them in their course. .

Although faculty were divided on whether course activities enabled my students to achieve the
expected outcomes for their phase, slightly more agreed that they had. Of the only 5 faculty commenting
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on this item, the consensus among them was that their course activiies did help students achieve
outcomes, though time was shoit for Phase llla.

There was some consensus that the total workload for students was commensurate with the
number of credits awarded, in keeping with prevailing practice in the College of Education. Comments

reflact that the workload is seen as appropriate for all except Phase llia, specific methods for elementary
education students. '

Although faculty were divided on whether submission dates for materials used in ovaluation of
students imposed undue stress either on students or on instructors, slightly more feit it had imposed
undue stress. The consensus of those adding comments was that due dates placed a great deal of stress
on students. Much of this was related to articulation difficulties between on-campus and CTL activities,
particularly in Phase llia.

Faculty were evenly divided on whether their undergradbate teaching "assignments in the Phase
program were well aligned with their areas of professional specialization. Of the only & faculty who
commented on this item, most felt that their specialized professional knowledge was not used in the
program.

Aithough 3 faculty disagree, a large majority feit their instructional responsibilites had drawn themn
out of their fields of major interest into areas where | feel they feit less well qualified. But of the only 5 who
commented on this item, the consensus was that being drawn out of their major field was not necessarily
a negative, and even a benefit for some.

There was sharp division among the faculty about whether they felt their time, as a human
resource available to the College of Education, was well used in the Phase program. All but one faculty
member adding a comment fett their time was not well used. The comments of these were generally that
the amount of time spent in meetings was excessive or that the program required too much time.

A majority of faculty expect to participate in the Phase program in future years in roles similar to
those |' have played this semester. However, the bulk of those commenting expressed reluctance to
continue but felt some lack of choice. '

Though faculty are sharply divided on whether they feit their students’ on-campus work was well-
coordinated with their experiences in the field, a majority feit it was wefl-coordinated. Comments clarify
that on-campus and field experiences were not weli-coordinated in Phase illa. Some expressed the idea
that the coordination which did occur was due to their own efforts.

Faculty were sharply and evenly divided on whether CTL faculty and mentor teachers had
participated effectively in the planning of activities in the phase in which they worked. In comments, a
range of experiences was repoited. Some feit communication and planning was good, others thought it
poor. The lack of communication in Phase llla was mentioned by many.

Although faculty were divided in whether or not they felt satisfied with the amount of evaluative
feedback provided by CTL faculty and mentor teachers, a slight majority feit dissatizfied. In comments,
several reported that there was litle evaluative feedback provided by the teachers in the field.

Faculty were nearly evenly divided in their satisfaction with the gualily of evaluative feedback
provided by CTL faculty and mentor teachers. Only 4 facully added a comment to this item. Since few
experienced evaluative feedback from the field, it may have been imelevant for most to comment on its
quality.
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A majority of faculty feit that their experiences in the CTL had contributed significantly to their
professional growth. Of the 7 faculty adding a comment to this item only 2 thought it had not contributed
to professional growth. Most feit it had contributed, even that this was the best part of the program.

Only 8 of 14 (53%) faculty responded to the question of extent to which logistics of travel and
housing for them were handled satisfactorily. Only 3 faculty added a comment. Since faculty amanged
their own travel and housing, they felt it was satisfactory.

The majority of faculty feit that their actual instructional efforts are not fairly represented in the
faculty workload formula. Most comments expressed the view that the amount of time spent was axcessive
in ralation to the faculty workload formula.

Experiences which were seen to be most effective for students in achieving expected outcomes
‘were invoivement in classrooms, observing, and teaching in the schools.

Better coordination, co-planning, and communication between methods professors and CTL
mentor teachers would help were seen to be the most important modifications to make in assignments
and experiences for students.

Responses were roughly evenly divided between those who thought placements were good, and
those who thought CTL placements were less well aligned with students’ professional aspirations.

- Nearly all who responded to the question of whether human resources were being used efficiently
answered "no". The plan to use 3- or 4-member teams in elementary Phase lila was seen as a change
which would help. Other suggesstions included a) securing more faculty, b) assigning a secretary to each
phase team, ¢) combining general and specific methods, and d) using field representatives.

A common suggestion to refieve the pressure on students during fieldwork was to make the earlier
experiences closer to Laramie - either in Laramie during earty summer, or using WCTL-L, Laramie, and
Cheyenne exclusively for Phase | and Il. Other ideas were to make paricipation in the program voluntary,
and to make better use of simulations, videos, compressed videc for observation.

Except for 2 faculty responding, the consensus is that CTL teachers were not invelved enough in
the planning and assessment of student leaming. More to the point, there is a need for advance
communication and establishment of a common understanding of what curriculum and methods should
be experienced by students.

Faculty were about equally divided between those who found their work in the Phase program
rewarding and those who did not.

Most of those responding felt the program as cumrently configured does not provide forthe delivery
of important content. There is the concem that the program lacks sufficient substance.

Fall, 1883 CTL Faculty Survey
Most CTL faculty agreed that the major theme of the new program, “eacher as reflective decision-
maker," has provided an effective organizing principle for their UW students. In contrast, several CTL

faculty commented that they found this theme to have little practical value as an organizing principle for
their UW students. Five comments stated that they were unaware of any such organizing theme.

A large majority of mentor teachers agreed or strongly agreed that assignment of students in the
Phase program to stable cohort groups appeared to have enhanced their training. Their added comments
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reflected two views: a) cohort groups helped UW students by serving as a source of emotional support
and as a forum in which they felt comfortable discussing their teaching experiences, or b) cchort
affilations were too cohesive and this prevented UW students from "blending into the on-site faculty*. In
a few instances, it was noted that UW students did not appear to "fit in well® with their fellow UW cchort-
group members. T

A slight majority of CTL respondents thought the new program had clear, relevant performance
standards for students. But among those adding comments, a majority feft performance standards were
never made clear to CTL faculty. UW students were reportedly confused by standards characterized as
“ague,” "incomplete,® or which changing relative to different expoctations from UW professors.

A small majority of CT.. teachers felt performance standards had enabied them to provide their
students and their UW instructors with reliable, fair assessments of student outcomes. Severai CTL faculty
repoited that performance standards and student outcomes were not clear and, therefore, difficult to

assess. UW faculty did not appear concemed about the role or contribution of CTL faculty in the process
of assessing UW students according to three comments.

Most CTL faculty thought that the logistics of travel and housing for students were handled
satisfactorily. Comments related to this question were largely that travel amangements made by UW for
its cohoit students were considered to be excellent. Though several commented that housing was
generally not a problem, they believed this was due in large part to the efforts of CTL faculty who located
provided- housing for UW students. Several other comments requested that UW take greater responsibility
for cohort students’ housing and not assume that housing can always be located and/or provided by CTL .
facuity.

A large majority of partnership teachers believed that CTL activities helped their university students
to achieve the expected outcomes for their phase. To the extent CTL faculty were unsure about expected
outcomes, they were also unsure about how well specific activities helped students achiove those
outcomes. Several comments indicated that they were not aware of many Phase outcomes in advance
of what students told them was expected upon amival at their CTL sites. However, even in these instances
many CTL faculty believed they were able to provide meaningful activities that helped UW students
achigve the outcomes for their Phase. .

There was disagreement among CTL teachers about whether their students’ on-campus work had
been well-coordinated with their experiences in the field. Teachers were nearly evenly divided conceming"
this item. Some believed a lack of communication was to blame for the poor timing of many on-campus
assignments. Others believed UW students were being assigned too much unnecessary "husy work," whiie
others remarked that many of the on-campus assignments were "out of tune with reality in the classroom.”

Most CTL mentor teachers felt that scheduling of visits by cohort groups fit in well with the rhythms
of instruction and leaming in their school/classroom. Several comments clarified that UW students were
not in their CTL classrooms long enough at any one time. Larger blocks of time were requested for this
purpose. Friday aftemoons were meritioned as being a poor time for UW students to be in the classroom.
Others said that the timing of UW assignments was disruptive to their regular classroom activities.

Although a majority of CTL faculty and mentor teachers felt they had participated effectively in the
planning of activities and evaluation procedures in the phase in which they worked there were a sizeable
percentage who felt they had not. According to many comments, mentor teachers and CTL faculty rarsly,
if ever, participated in the planning of activities and evaluation procedures.

A large majority of CTL teacher thought that UW instructors requested an adequate amount of
assessment and evaluative feedback on our students’ work. However up to 33% did not feel this was true.
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The perception among several who wrote commentis was that UW instructors requested very little to no
- assessment or evaluative feedback from CTL faculty.

Though a majority of CTL teacher who responded to the survey agreed that UW Instructors had
requested appropriate kinds of assessment and evaluative feedback on fheir students’ work, one-third
disagreed. Six CTL faculty believed there was "no real direction® in this area. - ,

A slight majority of CTL teachers felt that the university and the schooi district had provided
adequate training and support for mentor teachers, but a sizable minority disagreed. Concem over a
general lack of training was expressed by some CTL faculty.

A majority of CTL teachers feft their time, as a resource made available to teacher education, had
been well used in the Phase program, but several comments indicated that they were frustrated by the
amount of time used to facilitate UW students’ completion of on-campus assignments.

Partnership teachers were neutral conceming whether their instructional efforts in UW's Phase
program had been appropriately recognized and compensated by the school district. Nine CTL faculty fait
they had received littie or no recognition or compensation. Money, tuition waivers, and release time were
suggested as possible ways to provide adequate compensation.

A large majority of CTL faculty reported that their experiences with UW faculty and students in the
Phase program had contributed significantly to their professioral growth. Seven CTL faculty commented -
specifically on how much they enjoyed having UW students in their classrooms.

Giving UW students the experience of applying in the classroom what had been taught at the
university was considered valuable by CTL facuity. Planning lessons, teaching them, assessing students’
work, and subsequently evaluating the effectiveness of that lesson for the purpose of making modifications
was also mentioned as an effective experience for UW students in achieving expected Phase outcomes.
More time for mentor teachers and UW students to "reflect* together about lessons taught was suggested
as being potentially helpful for clarifying the relationship between experiences in the classroom and Phase
outcomes.

CTL facuity suggestions included the following: a) there is a need to coordinate assignments for
the university students with the cumiculum that teachers are responsible for delivering in the CTLs, b)
"integrated units" are great in theory but often create unrealistic teaching expectations for mentor teachers
and their UW students, c) more efficient planning and. communication between UW professors and mentor
teachers is needed so that each party knows in advance of cohort visits what the UW students are to
accomplish in the classroom; the "assignment sheets” given to Phase llla students prior to each CTL visit
were mentioned as being quite helpful in this regard.

Responses indicated that CTL faculty believed most UW students received placements that were
waell aligned with their professional aspirations.

About half the comments stated that the present use of human resources was sufficient. Some
CTL faculty pointed out that the Specific Methods portion of Phase llla was not well coordinated with
various classroom curricula and suggested: a) that fewer methods professors be assigned, and b) that
methods professors visit the CTL sites as part of an effort to improve communication with mentor teachers
and as means for understanding what kinds of assignments might be most relevant for UW studerts in
particular classroom settings.

Suggestions for reducing academic, social, or financial hardships of students included a) honoring
students' requests for cohort assignments at locations where they have friends and/or family they could
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stay with, b) restructuring CTL experiences into blocks of time appeared to work well, as in Phase li, c)
create a fund of some sort to help UW students pay for the gdded expenses these hardships involve.

CTL faculty expressed confusion over the leaming goals for UW students that were being
assessed. A lack of communication existed between university professors and CTL faculty and, in many
cases, CTL faculty were not asked for any input conceming an assessment of their UW students’ work.
Some suggestions were a) to make mentor teacher full partners in the process of assessing UW students,
b) mentor teachers and professors should plan together what the student is to accomplish on any given
visit, and c) generally more frequent cormmunication is needed in the early stages of each Phase.

Comments indicated that CTL faculty did find the program professionally and/or personally
rewarding. Mentor teachers said they enjoyed having the UW students in their classrooms, they leamed
from their students as well as teaching them, that the Phase program had opened a new channel of
communication between the schools and the university, and that working with the UW students
encouraged mentor teachers to reflect on their own classroom teaching methods and assumptions about
how children leam. ' '

Although the precise nature of the academic content UW students received at the university was
not known by most CTL faculty, it was the experience of translating this content into actual classroom
practice that CTL faculty found most helpful for the UW students.

Fall, 1993 Phase 1 Survey

The profile of students in Phase |, Fail, 1993, foilows. Seventy-five percent are female, 88% are
Caucasian, the median age is 20-21. Although some 20% of the 69 students surveyed in Phuse | were
manied, only 10% reported that dependents were presently living with them. A large majority of
participants meet the profile of the "traditional® college student. :

Students had completed an estimated median of 19 hours in education, 14 hours outside
education, and a total of 51 total hours, estimated separately by students. More than 1/3 of these students
had transferred from a community coliege or other college or university. Five respondents indicated that
they had already eamed a bachelor's degree; two of these also reported having eamed M.S. degrees.

A majority of the students were preparing for earty childhood and elementary education although .
at least 30% were preparing to teach at the middle school, junior high or high school level.

Students placed a high value on several aspects of their experiences in CTLs. A large majority
found opportunities to observe pupils and teachers in natural classroom seitings as an indispensable part
of their Phase | training. Behaviors most frequently observed ..are instructional methods, classroom
management, and informal social interaction.

Closely refated to classroom cbservations were two other activities in which CTL mentor teachers
played central roles. Many respondents wrote that informal conferences with mentors, in which a broad
range of profassional and personal topics were discussed, had been especially valuable to them. Several
also cited the teaching of minilessons and other direct interactions with pupils as exciting and ingpirational
leaming axperiences. :

Many activities in the CTLs occured outside classrcom settings and did n.ut revolve around
mentor “eachers. Among these, structured interviews with administrators, and workshops conducted on
site by clinical faculty and administrative personnel were valuable. In addition, a few students reported that
their zbservations of various student services facilities or programs (e.g., rescurce rooms, Ex-Dropout
Recovery) had been highlights of their first semester's work in their CTL schools.
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Phase | students generally agreed that their campus-based work had been valuable, though they
did not feel as strongly about it as they did about their CTL activities. Most seemed to find their library
assignments vaiuable, and many commented that they look forward to continuing to develop professicnal
portfolios. Some workshops and lectures were given highly favorable comments; others were roundly
condemned. A pattem of resistance to the number. of observation assignments emerged.

Some expressed gratitude for the effective guidance they had received from cohort leaders, but
over all, students were concemed that assignments and work icads seemed to vary strikingly from cohort
to cohort. In addition, comments refiecting constemation over a ~erceived lack of firm, reliable direction
throughout the semester. Transfer students reported that the Phase | program had failed to take into
account their maturity and experience.

Finally, some siudents were frustrated over schedule confiicts between Phase classes blocked at
the end ofthe week, and content-area courses like math, introductory-levei foreign language, and physical
education classes which, owing to the nature of the skilis to be developed there, cannot appropriately be
blocked into one end of the week.

Students generally feit their on-campus work was well-coordinated with their field experiences, but
comments on related open-ended questions suggest some arsas where improvement Is possible.

A clear consensus exists among Fall '93 Phase | students that participation in the new
undergraduate program imposes a financial burden which the campus-based program did not. Only 12%
of the respondents—including several assigned to WCTL-L~ did not agree. Transfer students and degree
holders attempting to complete the requirements for licensure form a well-defined special intorest group
on this point.

Most of the difficulties the students cited were anticipated, rather than actual. Regarding their own
costs during Phase |, most would agreed that so far this is not a problem. Still, difficulties associated with
the share of the expense of improving teacher training in Wyoming which must be bome personally by
students in the College of Education constituted the area of gravest concem for cohort membaers during
the Fall of '93. The anxisty level is high, even among Phase | students, who tend to focus on three main
prospective costs: a) the cost of an extended program, which will take candidates for bachelor's degrees
at loast 5 years to complete, b) many students who find part-time employment not only desirable, but .
necessary, have found it difficult to keep their jobs during Phase semester, and c) direct out-of-pocket
expenses associated with travel and lodging make the new program more difficult to finance than the old
one. .

Most students in Phase | reported having been given a clear idea of what the outcomes of their
coursework were expected to be. When asked whether the outcomes were unclear to them, however,
respondents showed a slight tendency to shift down the scale, away from confident assertion that they
understood the goals and objectives of their studies.

Although some students could report that none of the outcomes were unclear, cthers feit that
during the last two weeks of the course, they were not sure whether or how they had achieved them.

Several students specifically acknowledged the helpfulness of cohort leaders in enabling them to
come to terms with outcomes. Others felt that their instructors had not provided them with the direction
and support they needed.

Two other, related, problems involving cutcomes were noted by some students. Soma feit that
the outcomes themselves were not difficult to understand, but meeting them proved difficult because they
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kept changing. A broader area of concem, the relatioaship of Phase | outcomes and activities to the
overall program, surfaced in several responses to open-ended items.

More than 70% of students surveyed agreed that their classwork and leaming activities had
enabled them to achieve course outcomes at levels they themselves found acceptable.

Others folt that they had been unabie to meet the outcomes at levels they were satisfied wih.
They tended to ascribe their failure to instructional design factors. Even among satisfied students, opinion
seemed divided over the merits of relying heavily on reading and wiiting to achieve outcomes.

Apparently there was significant variation in approaches to the outcomes taken in different cohorts, - -

with some emphasizing reading and wiiting, while others laid emnphasis on other types of activities.
Informal exchanges with Phase students over the ccurse of the Fall semestar suggest that some tend to
interpret different approaches to meeting the outcomes as inconsistency within the program, and to see
‘these as further evidence of an inequity founded on differential burdens of ime and expense arising fro
assignment to CTLs nearer to or farther from Laramie. -

Afew students, in different cohorts and different areas of concentration, complained that although
they thought they had met the outcomes acceptably, the outcomes themseives failed to represent an
acceptable range of cognitive levels.

Many students, responding to surveys in early December, found it difficult to assess their own
achievement because they had received few grades on the exercises they had compieted during the first
thirteen weeks of the course. They perceived a decoupling of instruction from evaluation, and tended to
foal ardous about that. '

Well over two-thirds of the students felt that their on-campus instructors had monitored their
progress well and evaluated their achievement fairly, but over a quarter disagreed. Over two-thirds of
respondents fslt that, on the whole, assessments of their work had improved the quality of instruction in
the course.

Well over half of the Phase | students believed that their interactions with mentor faculty had been
valuable. About 25% of those surveyed expressed doubt that their work in CTLs had been well monitored.
For Phase | students, this aspect of their experience was not salient. Some fekt their visits to CTLs had
not been adequately planned and prepared for in advance, and it is common to hear students in all
phases express a desire to see CTL personnel more affectively integrated into the planning, instruction,
and evaluation of their cohorts’ work, :

Even at this early stage in their training, many students find the development of a portfoiic valuabie
and inherently rewarding. Even students who had doubts about the value of their own portfolios
recognized the potential benefits of compiling one. Some wtudents who did not find compiling a portfolio
especially useful axpressed a desire for clearer definitions and more assertive guidance from instructors:

Phase | students decisively rejected the proposition that their workload had heen too heavy. In
fact, some of the students who indicated on scaled responses that they felt the workload had not been
*realistic* complained that it had actually not been heavy enough. Cthers expressed a belief that aithough
the amount of work had been reasonable, the level of expectations had been too low.

it would appear that there were significant differences in workload from cohort to cohort. The
perception of difference, at any rate, gave rise to concem both among students who feit they were being
called upon to do too much work, and among those who feit that they were not being asked to do
enough.
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While 30% of respondents have not had problems with schedule conflicts between required
undergraduate work in Education and content-area courses in other colleges, 60% have. Outside classes
most frequently mentioned as corflicting with the Phase schedule included offerings in Math, Sclences,
and foreign languages. The major factor, in Phase |, appears to have been the pre-emption of Friday
coursework outside the College.

Many students perceived significant differences in their instructors’ attitudes toward the
management of schedule conflicts. Those who commented on this point unanimously ascribed to the _
College cf Education an attitude of indiffsrence to the needs and concermis of students. .

Other colleges failed tc block courses needed by Education majors, creating inscluble problems \
for many Phase siudents. An unfesponsiveness to scheduling problems of this sort was noted by a
number of respondents, who tended to infer from their experience that scheduli~g and advisement were
low priorities in the new program. Several students, commenting on conflicts within the Coilege, were lass
inclined to attribute scheduling problems to the apparent indifference of Coliege personnel than to

administrative incompetence. Upperclassmen and post-baccalaureate students were most intansely
fiustrated with these conflicts.

Although students were far more likely to agree strongly than to disagree strongly that the
program conflicted with extracuricuiar or co-cumricular activities, the division of opinion was remarkably
even in Phase |. By far the most frequently cited non-academic conilict was with employment.

By far the greatest cause of anxiety, however, was apprehension over the prospective interference
which students feared they would encounter during later phases of their programs.

Only 30% of respondents agreed that the program interfered with social or personal dimensions
of their life. Three areas of concem accounted for most perceived problems: a) time spent traveling, b)
exhaustion attributed to the Phase schedule, and ¢) stress arising from uncertainty and apprehension over
expenses and delays not yet encountered, but anticipated over the rest of the students’ programs.

The tone and frequently vicarious content of comments, here and above, suggest that a culture
of grievance and victirnization may be emerging amonyg Phase students, affecting even those who have
not personally experienced unusual difficulties. The program’s emphasis on group work in stable cohorts
may be having the effect of making the problems of any class of students—such as single parents and
other "non-traditionals,” or second-bachelor's and licensure-only candidates—common problems for all in
the program. While this may be a strength of the new program, it places a premium on affective
communication between College personnel and students. Structural problems which are not promptly
identified and resolved may become the basis of a generalized sense of disempowerment and neglect,
cr, in extreme cases, even of abuse. :

Fall, 1993 Phase Il Survey

Only cne Phase Il cohort, comprised of four "hardship cases" assigned to WCTL-L, was scheduled
for the Fall 1993 semester. Their comments, although collected and valued, were not included in this
report.

Fall, 1993 Phase llla Survey

The profile of students in Phase lila, Fall, 1993, follows. Seventy-one percent ara fomale, 81% are
Caucasian, the median age is 22-23. Although some 18% of the 55 students surveyed in Phase lil were
married, only 9% reported that dependents were presently living with them. A large majority of participants
meet the profile of the "traditional” college student.
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Students had completed an estimated median of 47 hours in educativ:,, 62 hours outside
education, and a total of 114 total hours, estimated separately by students. Nearly half (47%) of these
students had transferred from a community college or other college or university. No respondents
indicated that they had already eamed a bachelor's degree or higher.

Alarge majority of the students were preparing for early childhood and slementary education with
no more than 13% preparing for teaching at grade seven or above.

Activities in the CTLs were valuable to virtually all students, both in General and in Specific
Pedagogy. Eighty-five percent of the respondents submitted strongly positive written responses to the
question regarding “particularty valuable® activities in the CTL. All students who continued their studies
in Education up to this point greatly enjoyed being in schools.

Widespread criticism focused on the nature and extent of CTL. activities required by UW facully.
In reporting the effectiveness of their experiences with public school personnel and pupils, students often
condemned what they perceived as a disjuncture between campus and CTL activities. They feit that the
assignments intended to inform their observations on site rarely enhanced their experiences, and
fraquently interfered with them.

Students in Phase llla feft strongly that communication between UW faculty and CTL personnel,
particularly mentor teachers, stood in great need of improvement. This theme persisted in responses to
questions throughout the survey. Students ascribed a wide range 'of problems to what they perceived as
inadequate cooperation, both among UW instructors and between campus and school officials, in the
planning, implementation, and evaluation. of leaming activities in their course:

In general, Phase llla students feft that the training they had received in their mentor teachers’
schools had been so valuable that they wished the UW faculty members responsible for assessing their
achievement had known more about it.

Students in Cycle A were well aware that changes would occur in the structure of the Phase
program, in part as a consequence of their experiences in it. Among the changes they recommended,
issues relatad to travel and scheduling received a high priority.

Among the students who distinguished between their experiences in General and Specific
Pedagogy 60% reported that unrewarding experiences had predominated in on-campus work. Responses
on the related open-ended questions suggest that the experiences of Elementary Education majors in
Specific Methods were so radically different from the experiences of students iri more conventional
content-area courses that, for purposes of these questions, at least, the two groups constituted separate
populations. :

Some students in Elementary Education found their Specific Methods activities valuable, and
although they were aware that their experiences were not typical, they made a point of putting in a good
“word for them. Secondary Education majors tended to make invidious compatisons between the
instruction they received in their specific content areas, and the activities of their General Pedagogy
cohorts. Many of the comments addressed the shortcomings of the first cycle of Specific Methods
instruction, but General Pedagogy worked very well for some.

Most respondents, regardless of their areas of concentration, found that coordination of activities
was a feature of instruction which required more attention in Phase llia.
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Those who offered constructive suggestions placed great emphasis on the value of classroom
experiences in the CTLs, and recommended that UW faculty extend more authority, responsibiiity, and
courtesy to their mentor-teacher partners. :

Roughly 70 percent of Phase llia students believed that the new program cost more than the old
one did, and that they had not yet identified the additional financial resources which would offset the
higher costs.

The requirements of more advanced Phases can be especially hard on a) married students and
parents, b) out-of-state students who not only pay higher tuition, but are often especially hard hit by costs
of lodging away from Laramie, and c) independent students who have similar problems, whether they
come from Wyoming or not. '

Then there are the substantial costs of pursuing an extended degree program, which entails both
further educationa!l expenses and an additional period during which the student suffers a loss of income.

A few Cycle A students, having spent more than they had expected to, expressed concem over
meeting upcoming expenses of student teaching.

By no means are ali Phase students directly affected by the degrees of finanicial hardship attested
to by some of their classmates. Many of those not directly affected are nevertheless troubled by the
circumstances that call forth such extreme sacrifice on the part of peers in their cohorts. ‘

Program requirements of various kinds entailing greater costs, in money and in time, than students
expected seem to be the sharpest focal point of a sense of grievance. )

Students were nearly unanimous In their appreciation of the Phase program’s incorporation of
training activities in CTL classrooms, but even those who were in a position to bear the additional
expenses associated with travel and who feit no great urgency to complete their training and enter the
work force resented what they interpreted as demands being imposed on them without so much as
coneultation, let alone consent.

Despite the numerous technical problems that have been encountered in the course of deveioping
and implementing the new program, most students believe that it will be far superior to its predecessor
in many ways, once it is up and running smoothly. They also recognize that it will inevitably cost more
than the old program did. What they have a hard time understanding is why they and their fellow students
are being asked to shoulder such a heavy share of the costs of improving the quality of teacher education
in Wyoming. .

A majority of students felt that course outcomes were not clear to them, a view expressed more
strongly still with reference to Specific Methods. Once again, comments on open-ended items plainly
show that our survey was reaching two distinctly different populations. For some students, Geneyal
worked well, while Specific did not, for a few others, the opposite was the case.

Many comments highlighted the extent to which students depended on instructors’ assessments
of their work to clarify their own sense of where they were supposed to be going, and how they would be
able to get there. A minority of respondents agreed that classwork and leaming activities had helped thein
meet the outcomes at a level acceptable to them. The disappointment was more acute among those who
submitted separate scores for their experiences in Specific Pedagogy, where the distribution was marked
by a familiar bimodal tendency.
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_Some students were not mersly satisfied with their progress, but pleased, and clearly expressed
their appreciation of the new program. Those who expressed global dissatisfaction tended to focus on
Phase llla, rather than on the program as a whole.

A few were so profoundly alienated by their experiences last Fall that they had difficuity
sppreciating anything they had achieved in the entire program. A widespread perception that too much
had been undertaken in too little time was offered as one explanation for the frusiration which animated
many comments. -

Phase llla students strongly concumred that the assessments they had received from mentor
teachers in CTLs had been fair and useful.

Scores which clustered in the middle ofthe scale on the general responses tc the item conceming
whether their achievement had been well-monitored and evaluated by on-campus instructors suggest a
certain ambivalence or confusion. Those indicating separate scores for Specific Pedagogy diverged
clearly. it may be that responses here included a factor offrustration over poor coordination of instruction,
both between components on campus, and between campus classes and work in the CTLs. Many
students expressed concern cver what they perceived as shallow and dilatory assessment and evaluation.

Several students mentioned gratefully the visits they had received in CTL classrooms from uw
instructors. They seemed to believe that their petformances on site were meaningful dermonstrations of
their cumulative achievement in the Phase program, and felt that observations and consultations should
be factors in determining their grades. A significant pattem of constructive criticism suggests the

desirability of including CTL personnei more actively in the planning and evaluation of student activities
in Phase lila.

Thirty-éix percent of respondents found their work on portfolios useful while twenty-six percent
strongly disagreed with the proposition. Last Fall's Phase | students were much more enthuslastic about
this characteristic feature of the new undergraduate program than were seniors.

Comments indicate that the wording of the ltem may have been confusing to respondents. Over
a dozen students subm™ed remarks which suggested that they believed their instructors considered
course notebooks professional portfolios. They themselves made a clear distinction between the two.

Severa! students asserted that their disillusionment with their portfolios arose from the frustration
they felt over being called upon to document Phase lll outcomes which they had failed to achieve.

Despite the difficulties encountered by the pioneers at each stage of Cycle A, several respondents
identified portfolios as integrai parts of a program they were finding valuable.

Fewer than a quarter of the students who responded feit that their workload in Phase llla had not
been excessive. Nearly twice that many strongly agreed with the proposition. At least at the level of
student perceptions, this was a problem area.

Some students identified attempts to comply with University Studies Witing requirements as
factors undermining the effectiveness of instruction in Phase courses. Difficultie’. in organizing and
conducting meaningful writing activities may have contributed to the load of "busy wark® so odious to so
many rhase students.

Many respondents openly admitted that stress associated with workload and other aspects oftheir
activities had begun to impair their morale. Pressures on students have caused such widespread
unhappiness that even those not directly affected have rallied to the support of suffering classmates.
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Wiitten comments indicated that Secondary Education majors tended to have greater problems
with schedule conflicts than did Elementary Education majors.

Eighty percent of Phase lila students felt that program requirements had conflicted with their
desires to participate in broadly educational activities in voluntary associations. Only 11 students reported
no significant conflict between their Phase commitments and campus activities traditionally understood
as rounding out the college experience. Severai others accounted for a lack of conflict by explaining that
they had relinquished college life outside the slassroom.

Over 0 percent of students in Phase llla belisved that disruptions of personal or sacial life which
they attribiied t their participation in the new undergraduate program might have been avoidable.
Students generally agreed that the workload had made it impossible for them f¢ experience what they
regarded as a *normal* undergraduate education, but they reacted to this condition differently. Some
considered it a legitimate cost of pursuing superior technical training:

Some non-traditional students regretted the extent to which their undergraduate studies had
interfered with what they regarded as family obligations.

Spring, 1984 College of Education Faculty Survey

Faculty generally agree that the Phase program, as currently implemented, embodies weil their
vision of a renewed teacher education program. Comments emphasized that a strength of the program
was getting students into the schools earlier. There were concemns that some lcgistical problems still
needed solution, that increased communication among UW faculty and CTL teachers was needed, and
fear that some of the proposed changes would not reflect the vision of a renewed program.

Most faculty agreed that assignment of students to stable cohort groups enhanced students’
training. In comments some faculty clarified that cohorts were not really *stable,” and that cohorts can
become a "club® which excludes everyone else — faculty, teachers, and other students. When cohorts are
working well they are seen to be very effective in promoting leaming.

Logistics of travel and housing for student were handled satisfactorily as seen by faculty.
Comments reflected the situational nature of this aspect of the program. Since many students did not
travel to distant sites during Spring, 1994, travel and housing presented a minimal problem. There was
concem expressed that their CTL will not be able to be so accommodating in the-future.

Though faculty are divided on whether they believe students are receiving effective advising, a
majority responded that they did not. The changes and transitions in Room 100 were listed as reasons
for advising problems. Of the four comments, two praised the work of the Advising Coordinator.

Most faculty agreed that the program has clear, relevant performance standards for students. In
comments, some suggested that some need revision to make them clearer and more relevant. The
difference between "awareness" and "mastery” in the outcomes needs clarification.

‘Though faculty are divided on whether performance standards had enabled them to provide
student with reliable, fair assessments of outcomes, a majority felt they had.

Most faculty strongly agreed that the development of professional portfolios by students had
enhanced the effectiveness of their training experiences. Comments from two faculty members cautioned
that the portfolios were not really professional portfolios and contained litle original thinking.
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Most faculty were either undecided oragreed with the statemaent that students were well prepared
to undertake the work required of them in their course.

Most faculty believed that course activities enabled their students to achieve the expaected
outcomes for their phase.

Most faculty agree that the total workload for students was commensurate with the number of
credits awarded. Suggestions from two faculty members were to reduce the number of credits from & to
2 for Phase llic, and to 4 credits for Phase |.

Most faculty agreed that submission dates for materials used in evaluation of students did not
impose undue stress either on students or on instructors.

Faculty are divided on whether their undergraduate teaching assignments in the Phase program
was been wall aligned with their areas of professional specialization. About half the faculty agreed and half
disagreed. One commaent clarified that the teaching assignment was certainly in a comfortable area even
it if was outside his or her specialized area.

Faculty are nearly evenly divided on whether they feel their time, as a human resource available
to the College of Education, was well used in the Phase program.

Faculty were nearly evenly divided on whether their students’ on-campus work was well
coordinated with their field experiences.

There was strong agreement that CTL facuity and mentor teachers had participated effectively in
the planning of activities. There were comments that CTL teachers were superb cooperative colleagues

Most faculty were satisfied with the amount of evaluative feedback provided by CTL faculty and
mentor teachers.

Most faculty were satisfied with the quality of evaluative feedback provided by CTL facully and
mentor teachers.

UW faculty strongly agreed that their experiences in the CTL had contributed significantly to their
professional growth.

Though most agreed that their actual instructional efforts were fairly represented in the faculty
workload formula, resefvations were expressed in several comments. There was concem that travei time
was under-represented, and that an overioad was accepted in doing Phases lii~ and lilc. One tuculty
member believed the proposed reduction in Phase | credit hours would create -zn overload, uniess
expectations were reduced as weil.

Faculty were asked what experiences and assignments were most effective for students in
achieving the expected outcomes of their phase. The predominantly mentioned experience was that in
the school in actual teaching, and visits structured around themes, such as cooperative leaming or equity.
Assignments that *make them think like a teacher” were seen to particularly effective. Two faculty members

felt the development of an interview portfolio for Phase llic brought the program together for many
students,

When asked how experiences and assignments should be modified in the future to better meet
the needs of their students, many of the suggestions for future modification were idiosyncratic. These are
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included verbatim in Appendix B. Several comments suggested a reduction in either the number of
outcomes or the number of credit hours. .

Facuity were asked if all students in their cohort group received CTL placaments weil aligned with
their professional aspirations and if standards of supervision and evaluation were adequata to ensire the
" equivalence of training- experiences offered students in different cohort groups. There was nearly
unanimous response that placements were well-aligned. But, several faculty felt they were not equivalent.
Several comments shared a concem for the potential problem of overloading nearby districts and the
difficulty placing students at the middle school, junior high, and high school levels.

Ancther question asked if the present use of human resources was efficient and if not, how might
we make more effective use of instructional and support personnel. Though several feit personnel were
being used effectively, this question evoked strong comments of concem. Assignment of facuity to the
program who were unwilling participants was seen to be a critical problem in need ‘of solution. There was
concem that faculty were being assigned to "slots* in the program without regard for their specialties,
interests, and talents.

UW Faculty were asked if their partners in the schools and classrooms where students worked
were appropriately invoived in the planning and assessment of their students’ leaming. Also, if they
believed there is room for improvement in this area, what measures might be implemented to strengthen
the partnership? Most comments expressed the opinion that there was appropriate invoivement ofthe CTL
teachers in planning and assessment of students. Several faculty suggested that there is stili a need for
greater planning together and training before working in a given phase of the program.

Facuity were asked if they have found their work in the Phase program professionally and/or
personally rewarding. Almost every responsa to this question was extremely positive. Faculty felt that the
program allowed them to promote and see growth in students, to provide them with critical skills need
to effectively evaluate their school visits. They believe their students are self-motivated, responsible, and
actively involved in their leaming. Several reported seeing the schools and the relationship between school
and the University “with new eyes.” :

Facully were asked if they feft the Phase program provide provided a vehicle for the delivery of
important content. Most of those who commented fait that the program does provide a vehicle for the
delivery of important content, atthough a sizable number felt this was not the strength of the program,
because class time was too short.

Spring, 1984 Phase il Mentor Teachers

The response rate for the mailed Phase Il mentor teacher survey was 43%. While this response
rate is less than desirable, the sample can cautiously be considered to be roughly reflective of the entire
group of teachers.

Most Phase Il mentor teachers agreed that the three themes of Phase Il provided an effective
organizing framework for their student. However, a number of them expressed confusion over the
relationship among “themes,” "processes,” "outcomes,” and "documentaunns.” Some mentor teachers
were unaware of the themes. Others were aware that themes existed for Phase i, but were not sure what
purpose they served. Some referred to the perceived value of several Phase outcomes and
documentations in their comments, however, they did not mention any one of the three themes in relation
to these outcomes and documentations. According to the 11 mentor teacher commants, the three themes
of Phase Il were not generally understood or systematically used by mentor teachers and UW students
as an organizing framework or to plan and coordinate. leaming activities.
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Most Phase || mentcr teachers agreed that assignment of students into cohort groups appears
to have enhanced their training. Most of the 12 comments reflected the view that cohort groups did
function to enhance the training of UW students. Several teachers expiessed concems that the cohort
concept could be counterproductive if students did not get along well with fellow cohort members, or
cohort membars kept to themselves as much as possible, thus inhibiting UW students. from blending in
with faculty at tha CTL sites.

. Though a slight majority of mentor teacher agreed that they and their Phase Il student clearly
understood the expected "outcomes,” "processes,” and "documentations® for Phase I, & sizable group did
not. Mentor teachers commented that there was not enough time to complete all the documentations or
to meet ail the stated outcomes, that the community portrait assignment was over-emphasized and not
particulary useful, and that expectations by UW faculty were not consistent among the various cohort
groups.

Phase Il mentor teachers were divided over whether developing the professicnal portfolio, begun
in Phase |, was a central concem for them and their student. The design and purpose of the professional
portfolio was not clear to a majority of the 14 menter teachers who commented on this question. Other
teachers described the portfclio process as "busy work® for UW students that took too much time. There
were no positive comments about the professional portfolio nor was there any acknowledgment of the
portfolio as something that UW students should be devaloping throughout their Phase experiences.

Alarge majority Phase Il mentor teachers feit that logistics of travel and housing for students were
handled satisfactorily. These were not seen as a problem by any of the 12teachers who added comments
to this question. :

Alarge majority of Phase Il mentor teachers feft that CTL activities helped their university student
achieve the expected outcomes for Phase li. Three teachers expressed confusion over the difference’
betwean CTL activities and classroom activities.

Most Phase Il mentor teachers believed their student's on-campus work was well coordinated with
his/her experience in the field. In comments, mentor teachers expressed the desire to communicate more
actively with the university to coordinate on-campus work with UW students’ expectations in the field.
Some expressed frustration over the fact that they often had to find out what was aexpected of them by UW
faculty through their UW Phase students rather than directly from UW faculty.

Phase Il mentor teachers strongly agreed that having a UW student for a four-week block of time
was preferable to a series of shorter visits. They were overwhelmingly in favor of the four-weak block of
time. Many felt that this was the "best idea of the Phase Program.” Generzally speaking, the teachers
viewed the four-week biock of ime as beneficial because it provided the sustained exposure necessary
for mentor teachers, UW students, and public-school students to develop relationships in the classroom.

A majority of Phase Il mentor teachers felt that CTL faculty and mentor teachers participated
effectively in the planning of activities and evaluation procedures in Phase li. However, in commaents,
several teachers stated that they were never asked to participate in the planning of activities and
evaluation procedures. One teacher requested guidelines conceming the mentor’s role in evaluating UW
students.

Most Phase Il mentor teachers agreed that UW instructors requested an adequate amount of
assessment and evaluative feedback on their students’ work. Some expressed confusion over how uw
students were to be evaluated, the mentor teacher’s role in this evaluation process, and what materials
existed for evaluating UW students.
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Most Phase Il mentor teachers felt that UW instructors requested appropriate kinds of assessment
and evaluative feedback on our students' work. Several mentor teachers reportad that no evaluation of
UW students was ever requested. Two teachers stated that one informal visit with a UW facuity member
constituted their Phase students’ evaluation.

Most Phase It mentor teachers believed that the university and the school district have provided
adequate training and support for mentor teachers. In comments to this item, some reported that, with
the exception of one or two shiort meetings, no training or support from the university or school district
occurmred.

A large majority of Phase Il mentor teachers agreed or strongly agreed that their time, as a
resource made available to teacher education, was well used in Phase II. Several commented that the time

UW students spent in the classroom interacting with their mentor teachers and students was deemad
beneficial.

Aithough a slight majority of Phase Il mentor teachers feit that their instructional efforts in UW's
Phase program had been appropriately recognized by the school district, a sizable minority did not.
Several mentor teachers stated that being a part of the Phase program was in and of itself sufficient
recogniticn and compensation for their participation. Several mentor teachers said they had been
*recognized® by their local school districts but not compensated inany sense. Tuition waivers were viewed
by some teachers as adequate compensation, but others dismissed the waivers as pieces of paper with
limited, if any, value. Several teachers requested money instead of tuition waivers.

A large majority of Phasa Il mentor teachers agreed or strongly agreed that their experiences with
UW faculty and students in the Phase program had contributed significantly to their professional growth.
The Phase Il students were appreciated by the majority of their mentor teachers for the enthusiasm and
new ideas they brought to the classroom. Severs’ mentor teachers found that working with Phase
students encouraged them to reflect on their own theories of education and teaching practices.

Phase |l mentor teacher were asked what experiences in their class/school were most effective
for students in achieving the expected outcomes for Phase Il. Many of the comments made by the 35
mentor teachers who responded to this question reflected their overwhelmingly positive reaction to the
four-week block of time students spent in their classrooms during Phase Il. Experiences in the classroom
specifically mentioned as being effective for UW students in achieving the expected outcomes for Phase
il included working with small and large groups of students, teaching units and doing demonstrations,
using hands-on leamning activities, and accompanying their mentor teachers to faculty meetings.

In general, UW students were said to develop as teachers by virtue of experiences gained in the
areas of classroom management, short and fong-term lesson planning, and assessing the progress of
pupils with a wide variety of social-emotional needs and leaming styles.

7,ne teacher remarked that it was not appropriate for the Phase students to teach lessons using
the v sson plans of their mentor teachers. The lesson plans of experienced teachers are the product of
yea.s of development and familiarity with the curriculum content. In addition, Phase students needed
opportunities to develop their own lesson plans, with guidance from the mentor teacher.

Phase Il mentor teachers were asked how assignments for university students should be modified
in the future to better meet their needs and the needs of their students. Several mentor teachers were
concemed that students were being held responsible fortoo many assignments during Phase lI, that many
of these assignments were not suited in either method or content to the prevailing cumiculum, and that
greater emphasis should have been placed on students’ involvement in smaller tasks, such as playground
duty, settling disputes between students, or accompanying the class to music and/or PE.
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Mentor teachers were asked if the present use of human resources was efficient and if not, how
might we make more eftective use of instructional and support personnel. To make more effective use of
instructional and support personnel, many of the mentor teachers suggested selting up a series of
meetings in the field for clinical faculty, mentor teachers, and UW faculty. These meetings would facilitate
communication and help to clarify future roles and expectations. Specific suggestions included allowing
students to change mentor teachers after two waeks and having UW faculty provide seminars to teachers
in the school districts. )

Phase Il mentor teachers were asked if they were appropriately involved as a partner with UW
faculty in the planning and assessment of their student's leaming and what should be done to strengthen
the partnership. There was a significant amount of disappointment expressed over the lack of contact
between mentor teachers and UW faculty. According to a majority of the 28 comments reviewed, a clear
understanding of Phase Il outcomes and the standardized means by which the mentor teachers could
assess goal attainment in relation to students’ activities in the classroom was neaded.

Phase |l mentor teachers were asked if they had found their work in the new program
professionally and/or perscnally rewarding. A clear majority of the 33 Phase Il mentor teachers responding
this question stated that they found the new program to be professionaily and personally rewarding. A
common theme throughout the comments was that having an enthusiastic Phase student contributed
significantly to a more positive classroom environment for both the mentor teachers and their students.

Finally, the mentor teachers were asked to submit any further observations which they thought
might contribute to a full and fair evaluation of the current effectiveness of the teacher education program.
Guidelines for evaluating the Phase students, an overview of what the Phase program is trying to
accomplish, more time in the classrooms, and more UW faculty involvement were all mentioned as
potential ways for improving the effectiveness ofthe teacher education program. Several meritor teachers
folt the Community Profile assignment required too much of the Phase students’ time, time which could
have been better utilized in their respective classrooms.

The Phase Il studients were appreciated by the majority oftheir mentor teachers forthe enthusiasm
and new ideas they brought to the classroom. Several mentor teachers found that working with Phase
students encouraged then: to reflect on their own theories of education and teaching practices.

Spring, 1994 Phase lllb Mentor Teachers

The response rate for the 47 Phase lllb mentor teachers was 37%. Those responding were
predominantly (92%) teachers at elementary schools. The low response rate for this questionnaire makes
generalization from the survey tenuous. This sample may be considered a volunteer sample and may differ
in Important ways from the entire group of Phase llib mentc: teachers.

Most of the Phase lllb teachers responding to the survey agreed that the three fluid periods of
*quided teaching,” indepandent teaching,” and “teaming® provided an effective organizing framework for
their Phase llib student.

Most of the Phase !lib teachers responding to the survey agreed that they and the student clearty
understood the expected "outcomes,” processes,” and "documentations® for Phase liib.

Most Phase lllb mentor teaching responding to the survey did not believe developing the
professionai portfolio, begun in Phase |, was a central concem for them and their student. The two mentor
teachers who commented on this item were not aware of the professional portfolio or its purpose: "No,
~ wasn't sure what the pertfolio was to include and neither was she”, *Unfamiliar to me untii last wesk of
program — Spring, 1994".
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Most Phase lllb mentor teaching responding to the survey felt that logistics of travel and housing
for her/his Phase lllb student were handled satisfactorily. :

Most Phase lilb mentor teachers responding to the survey thought that CTL activities helped their
university student achieve the expected outcomes for Phase llib.

While a slight majority of Phase lllb teachers responding to the survey felt that their Phase litb
student was well prepared, from the beginning of her/his residency, to assume teaching responsibilities,
a sizable minority did not. Ofthe six mentor teachers who commented, three believed their Phase students
were well prepared from the beginning while three believed that their Phase students should have been
better prepared to assume teaching responsibilities.

Most Phase lilb mentor teachers responding to the survey agreed or strongly agreed that CTL
faculty and mentor teachers participated effectively in the planning of activities and evaluation procedures
in Phase lllb. In comments to the item, two teachers expressed concem that whiie CTL faculty appeared
to have input, the mentor teachers did not.

Almost all Phase llib mentor teachers responding to the survey agreed that the scheduled 12-week
full-time residency for their Phase lllb student fit their school schedule well. One teacher requested that
Phase students begin their full-time residency when the public schools resume instruction after Christmas;
that is, during Phase lilb, UW students should come and go according to the school district calendar and

not UW's schedule. Ancther mentor teacher suggested that a 16-week residency would be more effective
than the cument 12-week residency.

Few Phase lllb mentor teachers (12) responded to the item, "CTL faculty and mentor teachers
participated effectively in the planning of activities and evaluation procedures in Phase llb.* Of those who
did respond, most agreed. Two teachers commented that they were never asked to participate In planning
activities and evaluation procedures during Phase llib.

Although most of those responding agreed that UW instructors requested an adequate amount
of assessment and evaluative feedback on their student’s-work, several comments indicated the opposite.

UW instructors did not request any assessment or evaluative feedback, according to three mentor teacher
comments.

Most Phase lllb mentor teachers responding to the survey thought that UW instructors requested
appropriate kinds of assessment and evaluative feedback on their student's work. Videotaping was
menticned as a problem in terms of procuring the necessary equipment. ' '

Most Phase lllb mentor teachers responding to the survey agreed that the university and the
school district had provided adequate training and support for mentor teachers working with Phase b
students. However in comments, some expressed the view that the university and school district did not.

Most Phase lllb mentor teachers responding to the survey feit their time, as a resource made
available to teacher education, had been well used in Phase lllb. But, three mentor teachers commented
that their Phasa students required more time than they could provide.

Most Phase lllb mentor teachers responding to the survey neither agreed nor disagreed that their
instructional efforts in UW's Phase program had been appropriately recognized and compensated by the
school district. About as many agreed as disagreed that recognition and compensation were adequate.
Tuition waivers were seen as inadequate compensation by the three mentor teachers who commented.
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Most Phase Illb teachers responding to the survey believed their experiences with UW faculty and
students in the Phase Program contributed significantly to their professional growth. '

Phase lilb mentor.teacher were asked what experiences in their class/school were most effective
for students in achieving the expected outcomes for Phase !l. Implementing classroom management,
planning and teaching lessons, using the mentor teacher as a role model, and working with students with
a wide range of abilities ware all mentioned as effective experiences for students in achieving the expected
outcomes for Phase lil. '

Mentor teachers were asked how assignments for university students should be modified in the
future to beiter meet their needs and the needs of their students. Of the 9 mentor teachers who responded
to this quastion, most believed that a closer cocrdination of assignments betwaen UW and the school
district would better meet the needs of Phase students and the school districts’ students. Assignments
from UW wera often criticized as being "vague® or *not in tune with the realitics ‘of the classroom". Having
UW faculty visit the CTL classrooms was mentioned as a good way to make university assignments more
relevant to the students in the various schoo! districts and classrocoms. Mentor teachers requested more
responsibility for assigning tasks to UW students, thereby reducing the amount of "busy work" assigned
by UW Professors.

Phase llib mentor teachers were asked if the present use of human resources was efficient and
how we might make more effective use of instructional and support personnel. Most comments involved

a request for more contact time with UW faculty members and, in particular, the Phase lila meth
instructors.

Mentor teachers were asked if they were appropriately involved as a partner with UW faculty in
the planning and assessment of their student's leaming, and what should be done to strengthen the
partnership. Among the suggestions were that more meetings with and without CTL students should be
scheduled, and that actuai UW observations of the CTL would be helpful. Mentor teachers requested more
opportunities to plan and assess their students’ leaming in concert with UW faculty as a means to
strengthen the partnership.

Phase lllb mentor teacher were asked if they found their work in the new program professionalty
and/or personally rewarding. Comments to this question represented a wide range of reactions on the part
of mentor taachers to having Phase students in their classrooms. Mentor teachers stated that, in many
cases, their Phase students were highly motivated individuals who reduced the total amount of work for
their mentor teachers. In other cases, mentor teachers reported that the presence of Phase students in
their classrooms hindered classroom routines and increased mentor teacher stress levels.

Clinical Faculty

The response rate for the mailed survey of the 31 clinical faculty members active in the Spring
semester, 1994 was 39%. This low retum rate makes generalization from the sample of retumed
questionnaires dangerous. However, the results below may give some sense of the views of these
important participants in the teacher education program. :

The first section of the clinical faculty survey asked what activities these faculty performed as part
of the Phase program. It appears that all members of the clinical facully act as liaisons between the school
district and the College of Education, help to recruit mentor teachers and place students in their
classrooms. Most clinical faculty members reported working more directly with students, amanging for
seminars, providing instruction for Phase students, and helping to coordinate their evaluation. Fewer than
half reported arranging for travel and housing in the district for Phase students.
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Clinical faculty members were asked to comment on those activities performed as part of the
Phase program. The nine clinical facuity who commented viewed their role as liaison between the
University and school districts as vital to the succaessful coordination of the Phase program partnership.

Clinical faculty acted as advocates for the Phase program withun their respective schooi districts.
Communication with UW was generally effective according to several CTL comments.

Clinica! faculty indicated that recruiting mentor teachers for the Phase program was one of their
most important jobs. Mentor teachers could volunteer, were chosen by administrative personnel, or
clinical faculty would actively recruit teachers they believed would make exemplary mentors. Several
clirical faculty believed that the success of recruitment efforts in the future will depend on the provision
of adequate compensation for mentor teachers. -

In addition to recruiting mentor teachers, clinical faculty believed that appropriate placement of
Phase students with mentor teachers was a primary concerm.

Of the 10. CTL facully who commented, most voiced concems about the process of placing
university students with me’ttor teachers. They fear that if there are too many cohoit groups at a time they
will run out of mentors ard teachers willing to be observed. CTL faculty requested information about
students needing placement in a more tirnely fashion.

A large majority of the 11 CTL faculty who commented did provide or ararge for instruction in
seminars for cohort groups. Seminars were seen as positive additions to the overall Phase experience. -

A majority of the 10 CTL faculty who commented said they were instrumental in efforts to
coordinate the evaluation of Phase students; however, several requested more time to visit Phase students
throughout their school districts.

Clinical faculty indicated they were invoived more in housing than in travel arrangements for their
Phase students. Like travel, housing was regarded as the students’ responsibility, although clinical faculty
and mentor teachers often located or provided housing for students. There was a waming that as numbers
get larger they will not be able to provide as much personal attention as with this cycle. Several clinical
faculty from Albany and Laramie Counties remarked that housing was not a problem because UW
students reside in this area.

The first 6f several open-ended questions asked if their role as a member of the clinical faculty
was sufficiently clear. A majority of the 12 clinical facuity responding to this question believed that their
role was sufficiently clear.

Clinical faculty were asked if the amount and type of compensation for their work was adequate.
Most of the 12 clinical faculty who commented believed that the amount and type of compensation for
their work was adequate. A few requested that additicnal release time be amanged to visit CTL.
classrooms, mentor teachers, and Phase students in the school district. One clinical faculty suggested
differential compensation contingent upon the number of Phase students in the school district.

Clinical facuity were asked how mentor teachers in their disirict were chosen, whether they
volunteered, were appointed, if so, by whom, and were minimum qualifications set. CTL committees may
ask for volunteers to become mentor teachers, work with principals to select mentor teachers, and some
clinical faculty reported working with superintendents of instruction and staft development to recruit mentor
toachers. Qualifications mentioned for being = mentor teacher included: tenure, knowiedge, desire, ability
to share knowledge of teaching strategies, having a Masters degree, being an experienced classroom
teacher, making a good match for a prospeciive Phase student, and having special skilis.
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Clinical faculty were asked if resources had been adequate in identifying and rewarding well-
trained mentor teachers in their district. The twelve clinical faculty responding to this question were split
in their views pertaining to the allocation of resources to mentor teachers. About half the clinical facuily
believed that mentor teachers could make use of more extensive training by UW and the schooi districts
and that they also deserved financial compensation. :

Clinical facully were asked what parts of the cohort concept are working weil and what needs to
be modified. Clinical faculty in towns with large cohort groups found it difficult to organize activities. They
saw little cohesion among the students in large cchort groups. Smaller cohort groups "bonded" to a

greater degree than larger cohort groups, thus allowing membars to provide one another with emotional
and professional support.

Clinical faculty were asked how communication between university methods teachers, the clinical
faculty and the mentor teachers can be improve. Clinical faculty suggested several mechanisms for
improving communication among university methods teachers, the clinical faculty, and mentor teachers:
face-to-face meetings, holding workshops, having lunch together, amanging conferences, and sharing
written outlines of course activities and goals.

Clinical faculty were asked what impact their district's participation in the Wyoming Teacher
Education Program has had on teachers in their district. Clinical faculty characterized the impact of their
districts’ participation in the Phase program on classroom teachers in terms of the enjoyment of working
with college students, the enthusiasm many Phase students contribute to their CTL sites, and the infusion
of new ideas and perspectives on teaching.

Clinical faculty were asked what impact their district's participation in the Wyoming Teacher
Education Program has had on their school and district. A few clinical faculty viewed the Phase program
as providing the school districts with a potential source of new teachers whe couid be hired after .
completing their student teaching. Some believed that the Phase program conferred a certain amount of
prestige on participating schools. Others mentioned the benefits of having UW parsonnel visit the CTL
sites where they could provide inservices, workshops, or seminars to district personnel.

Clinical faculty were asked what incentives there are for their district's commitment to participate
in the Wyoming Teacher Education Program over the long term. The potential for professicnal growth, the
renewal of schools, and the opportunity to provide a higher-quality teacher education program were
mentioned as incentives for continued participation in the Phase program. Clinical facully believed that
if cohort membership continues o increase in the future, more time will be needed for mentor teachers,
college students, and UW faculty to meet in person for the purpose of coordinating activities. Also,
monetary compensation for mentor teachers will eventually become necessary to ensure their participation
in the Phase program.

Educatlon Student Survey

Questicnnaires were distributed by mail to members of Phase Il cohorts following their completion
of the month-long blocked field experience earty in the semester. From the 95 students in Phase li, 22
responses were received by May 18, for a response rate of 23%.

Phase lllb students were in the field throughout the whole semester, completing student teaching
assignments arid related site-based activities. To facilitate comparison between the experiences of Phase
lib student teachers and their counterparts in the old program, surveys like those sent to WYCET student
teachers were mailed to Phase lllb participants in April. By May 18, 10 out of 48 students, only 22%
percent of the total, had retumed responses.
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Owing to relatively low rates of retum from students in Phases Il and lllb, readers are advised to
interpret results from these surveys with extreme caution. Those responses for Phases il and ilib should
be considered as if they had been cbtained from a volunteer sample, whicit may not be representative
of the entire group of students.

Spring, 1994 Phase | Students

The response rate for an in-class written survey of students in Phase | was 61%. The profile of
students in Phase |, Cycle D follows. Seventy-one percent were female; all but two were Caucasian. The
median age of the group as a whole was 20-21, with 20% reporting ages older than 23, qualifying them
as "non-traditional® in that respect. Another important index of non-traditional status, family formation,
yielded a similar profile: Roughiy 13% were married, and the same number—-including some unmarried
students—reported having dependents kving with them.

The typical student estimated that she had completed something under 20 hours of coursework
in education, and roughly twice that many credit-hours outside the College of Education. Some €0% of
these students had taken all their classes at UW; about half of the remaining group, or 20% had
transferred in from a communily college. Three had eamed AA degrees before entering the Phase

program; 5 already held bachelor's degrees. No respondents in the spring cohorts reported holding
advanced degrees.

More than half of those who had declared an area of concentration were preparing to teach at the
elementary or early childhood leveis. About one third were pursuing majors in content areas. Four of the
59 reported a dominant interest in Special Education. K

As had their predecessors in Cycle C, Phase | students placed a high value on several aspects
of their experiences in CTL's. Alarge majority characterized opportunities to observe pupils and teachers
in natural classroom settings as an indispensable part of their training. Behaviors most frequently
observed were instructional methods and styles, classroom management, students’ leaming styles, and
informal social interaction. '

Closely related to classroom observations were two other activities in which CTL mentor teachers
played central roles. Many respondents wrote that informal conferences with mentors, in which a broad
range of professional and personal topics were discussed, had been especially valuable to them. Several
also cited the teaching of minilessons and other direct interventions with pupils as exciting and
inspirational leaming experiences. ' :

Only three respondents indicated less-than-satisfactory experiences in CTL's. Unrewarding
experiences noted in the open-ended: responses typically involved uneasiness with a particular teacher’s
style or personality, or significant divergence between the Phase student's educational philosophy and
the climate of lsaming observed in a particular school or classroom. Still, even these encounters, though
inherently unpleasart, seemed valuable to some. ‘

Blocking Phase classes on Thursdays and Fridays created schedule corflicts with other courses
for some.

Phase | students have expressed a high level of satisfaction with on-campus activities in their
cohorts. Cycle D registered even higher approval ratings than Cycie C had in the fall, though nothing like
the strong consensus registered in support of CTL work emerged in either group. Only 2 students strongly
disagreed that on-campus work had been particularly valuable to them this spring, while not a single
respondent indicated strong agreement that they had undergone especially ynrewarding experiences in

o4




52

the campus-based component of their studies. Students found much to praise in their first semester of
work in the campus-based component of the Phase program. A broad paitem of gratitude for the work
of cohort leaders emerged in the writien comments. Among activities mentioned as valuable were papers,
lectures, and class discussions, which appear to have helped students personalize some of the more
abstract lessons, and situate particular observations in appropriate theoretical contexts. '

Severa! respondents believed that too much emphasis was placed on writing as a means of giving
evidence of the achievement of objectives.

More than one student felt fairly strongly that their work on campus had failed to rise to the level -
of effectiveness they had experienced in CTL's. Some argued that course content should be changed

to emphasize obviously practical material. Related comments contained requests for more work, and more
substantial intellectual challenges.

Afew respondents suggested that better coordination of CTL activities with on-campus work would
enhance the effectiveness of instruction in Phase . Others offered broad condemnations of campus-based
activities. Frustration with conventional on-campus training had roots which went beyond Phase |, In some
cases. In informal conversations, a pattem of disappointment with the EDCl 1010 prerequisite emerged.
In general, such expressions of frustration were more likely to come from older, academically more
advanced members of the cohorts.

A well-established theme of dissatisfaction with the uncertainty of program design ran through
comments from students in all demographic categories. Several comments designated advising asan area
calling for serious aitention, and a source of considerable anxiety and resentment.

Some commentators perceivad a connection between changes being made in prcgram design
and the difficulties so widely experienced by students in the area of advising. There was a sense that
stabilizing program structure would permit a desirable degree of flexibility notably absent to date.

Scheduling problems arising from the Thursday/Friday blocked hours occasioned a broad pattem -
of comments. As in the Fall, students in some subject areas experienced serious interference with course
seloction during a Phase semester.

Phase | students appeared content with the degree to which their CTL activities are aligned with
formal studies on campus. The factor of long-distance travel, mentioned as an overall design flaw by
several students in Cycle C, was not an issue for students in Cycle D. :

Twenty-five percent indicated that they were, as yet, undecided over whether the new program
would prove more difficult for them to finance than the old would have been. Fifty-eight percent of
respondents in Cycle D expressed the opinion that the Phase program would be more difficult for them
to finance than the old program would have been.

Many students for whom the added expenses incurred in Phase | had posed no serious problems
expressed apprehension over the prospect of major burdens associated with succeeding Phases:

. Another area of concemn centered on the additional costs of a five-year baccalaureate program.

Among Phase | students, issues associated with lost income owing to delayed entry into the labor market
were of minor importance. Some recipients of scholarships awarded them as outstanding students by the
College of Education pointed out that this financial support would be withdrawn after four years, even
though the new program is not designed to be completed in that time.
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Trends are difficult to determine on the basis of a single year's observations, but thls spring,
owing to a lower number of non-traditional students, many concems prominent in the comments of last
fall's groups were absent. [t is worth noting that many of those now entering the program, though they
recognize that they are undertaking the most expensive undergraduate program of study in the university,
cheerfully accept the extra costs as the price of excellence in tieir training: ‘

Outcomes for Phase | were clear to 7 students out of 8, at least among respondents to the Cycle
D survey.

Problems tended to cluster around practical questions of how to meet clearly-presented outcomes,
and what point would be served by doing so. One respondent specified particular points of difficuity.

In other cycles, at other levels of study, students expressed concem over a perceivad
inconsistency in instruction and evaluation from cohort to cohort within Phases. This concem seems to
have been absent in Cycle D. A broader concem, that of the alignment and articulation of outcomes
beyond specific classes, at the program leve, surfaced here, as it had elsewhere.

More than two-thirds of Phase | students surveyed. this spring believed that their cohort leaders
had done a good job of monitoring and evaluating their achievement in the course, an approval rate
slightly higher than that given to CTL mentor teachers. Nearly four-fiiths feit that the assessments they
had received had been useful to them in their efforts to keep their work efficiently on target.

in written comments, no one complained that standards were too high; several students reported
that they felt "grading was too easy." Respondents were grateful for comments and feedback received

on their writen work, and many expressed a wish that they had received even more such focused
instruction.

Results on a scaled item suggest that students in Cycle D considered portfolio development a
valuable activity, though they may not have been quite as enthusiastic about it as their predecassors in
Cycle C. While it was not uncommon for last fall's students to aftack the very idea of assembling a public
school teacher's portfolio, such remarks were entirely absent this spring. Negative commients dealt onty
with respondents’ apprehension that their efforts to prepare professional portfolios were not receiving the
necessary guidance and support from university faculty. Ironically, an exercise intended to have authentic
value to students and to provide valid evidence for evaluating meaningful outcomes of classroom leaming
is perceived by significant numbers of Phase trainees as nothing more than a form of curency to be
applied toward the acquisition of coliege credits.

Not a single student strongly agreed that the amount of work was excessive; only 5 agreed to any
extent. The related open-ended question, which applied the workioad question to all education courses
taken by respondents, tumed up no dissatisfaction with the extent of work assigned in Phase courses.
On the contrary, a few students remarked that the workload could have been greater. As in the fali, there
were objections to the way in which assignments were paced, with maijor projects stacking up at the end
of the semester. Six students complained that the workioad they had encountered in their science and
math seminars had left something to be desired. All agreed it had been too heavy for the 1 credit hour
awarded. :

Only about a quarter of the respondents disagreed in any degree with assertion that Phase | did
not cause course conflicts, while nearly two-thirds agreed or strongly agreed with it. Even in Phase |,
schedule conflicts with content-area courses wera perceived as a major problem.

Waell over half of Cycle D's Phase | students reported having experienced no significant conflict
between their teacher training and their pursuit of a weli-roundec education. Some of these commented
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that they had avoided such conflicts by heeding the advice of their counselors in the College of Education
not to schedule any activities which would conflict with their blocked work in courses.

Not more than 20% of Phase | students responding to the poll agreed to any extent that the
program had interfered with their personal or social life. For students in Cycle D, this area of concem
appears 1o have presentad no significant problems during their underclass years.

Phase |l Student Survey

Sparse retums on mail surveys undermined efforts to report representative attitudes and opinions.
Since the response rate to the Phase Il student survey was so low (23%), one cannot be confident that
the demographic characteristics or opinions of this sample are like that of the entire group of 95 students.

A better estimate of the demographic characteristics of this group is represented by the Fall, 1693 Phase
| survey of this same Cycle C.

Although statistical treatmert of the results is invalid, student comments in response to opern-.
ended items on Part C of the survey might prove interesting, particularty to cohort leaders whoss students
will ba rising to Phase i in the coming semesters.

The four weeks in the schools was seen to be the most valuable activity in Phase Il by most of
those commenting. Several students wrote that communication between the CTL and the university could
be improved. There apparently were incidents where the CTL's did not know students were coming.

Several students commented that great differences in the expectations of different Phasa Il

instructors was a problem. They suggested that "all cohort groups should cover the same material and
have the same assignments.”

Many who commented expressed the view that writing papers on top of working in the schools
every day for 4 weeks was an excessive work load.

Although some feit the outcomes were clear, several thought.the outcomes should be rewritten
to make them clearer and less complex. i

Most commenting felt they had been well-monitored and evaluated by their instructors.

Most of those commented found portfolios to be useless busy work though a few found them to
be helpful in seeing how they were developing as teachers.

Several commented that they wished there had been greater preparation In working with
exceptional children in the classroom, with discipline and mainstreaming.

Eight out of the ten students who commented reported that they had experienced schedule
conflicts between Phase Il and their content courses outside the College of Education.

Many of the few who commented found the program conflicted with their ability to keep a part-time
job.

There were very strong statements that adding an extra year to the program was a serious
financial burden, particularty in light of the fact that scholarships are for only four years.

9]
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Phase llib Students

As with the Phase |l student survey, sparse retums (22%) on mail surveys of Phase lilb students
undermined efforts to report representative attitudes and opinions. No fair demographic characterization
of the Phase lllb students is possible, much less any kind of systematic comparison of their self-
assessment of their performances in student teaching with thuse submitted by WYCET studenits.

Althcugh statistical treatment of responses is impossible, student comments in response to.open-
ended items on Part Il of the survey might prove interesting to some readers. These comments may be
found in the Detailed Survey Results section of this report.




DETAILED SURVEY RESULTS
Fall, 1993 College of Education Faculty Survey

A survey of faculty teaching in the Phase program during Fall semester, 1983 was conducted. A
written questionnaire was distributed earty in December, 1993, with a request that it be completed and
retumed by December 15, 1993. As of January 15, 1994, 14 of the 18 facufly members surveyed had
retumed the questionnaire, for a response rate of 78%. The survey questionnaire included 23 scaled items
and 9 open-ended items. For each scaled item, a column of the questionnaire encouraged comments and
elaboration. The questionnaire is included in Appendix A. In summarizing the data, scaled items were
coded numerically whera 1 was "Strongly Disagree” and 5 was "Strongly Agree.” Since this coding remains
an ordinal scale, means and standard deviations for each item are not appropriate descriptive statistics,
so only medians and modes are reported for these iter:s.

1. The major theme of the new program, “eacher as reflective deciston-maker,"
provided an effective organizing princlple for students in the cohort with

whom | worked.
. vValid Cuwulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 1 7.1 7.7 7.7
Disagree 3 21.4 23.1 30.8
Undecided : 4 28.6 30.8 61.5
Agree 4 28.6 30.8 92.3
Strongly Agree i 7.1 7.7 100.0
Missing 1 7.1
Total 14 100.0 100.0
Stt‘ongly Disagt‘ee I_
Agree e
Undecided ———————————
Is\gree v A "
trongly ree
gree  |e———— f ......... ) S I....... D 1
0 1 2 3 4 5
Histogram frequency -
Madian = 3 Modes = 3 and 4

Faculty neither strongly agree nor strongly disagree with whether the theme, "teacher as decision-
maker was an effective organizing priaciple for students. Comments added to this item indicated that the
theme is supportad, in theory, by faculty, but they feit it was not emphasized or well atticulated, often
because of lack of time.
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2. The Phase program, as cumently implemented, embodies waell the College visicn,
as | see I, of a renewed teacher education program.

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 4 28.6 28.6 28.6

Disagree 2 14.3 ~ 14.3 42.9

Undecided 3. 21.4 21.4 64.3

Agree 1 7.1 7.1 71.4

Strongly Agree 4 28.6 28.6 100.0
Total 14 100.0 100.0

Strongly DiSagee | o —

Disagree A

Undecided RS

Agree P

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = 3 Modes = 1 and 5

Faculty are divided in their perception of whether the Phase program, as currently implemented,
embodies well the College vision of a renewed teacher education program. Nearly equal numbers of
faculty respondents agreed as disagreed with the item statement. Comments reflect this lack of
consensus. Several faculty wrote that changes are necessary before the program embodies the vision of
faculty. :

3. Assignment of students In the Phase program to stable cohort groups appears to
have enhanced their training.

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 3 21.4 21.4 21.4

Disagree 3 21.4 21.4 42.9

Undecided 4 28.6 28.6 71.4

Agree 2 14.3 14.3 85.7

Strongly Agree 2 14.3 14.3 100.0
Total 14 100.0 100.0

Strongly Disagree |msssssssere—— :

Disagree

Undecided

Agree -

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency
Median = 3 Mode = 3
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, Most faculty did not feel that the assignment of students in the Phase program to stable cohort
groups appears to have enhanced their training. They report that there is actually little stability in cohort
groups and there is no consensus that it is a positive experience for students. There are suggestions that
the cohort experience should include a greater variety of experiences.

4, Logistics of travel and housing for students were handled satisfactorily.

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 3 21.4 23 .1 23.1
Disagree 2 14.3 15.4 38.5
Undecided 1 7.1 7.7 46.2
Agree 5 35.7 38.5 84.6
Strongly Agree 2 14.3 16.4 100.0
Missing 1 7.1
Total 14 100.0 100.0

Strongly Disagree

PR

Disagree .

Undecided ]

Agree s

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency
Median = 4 Mode = 4

Although faculty were divided on whether logistics of travel and housing for students were handled
satisfactorily, slightly more believed is was satisfactory than unsatisfactory. Although some faculty thought
travel and housing were not a problem for their students, others expressed concem about traveling and
housing in the more distance sites.
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5. My students appear to be recelving effactive advising.

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 4 28.6 33.3 33.3
Disagree ' 4 28.6 33.3 66.7
Undecided 2 14.3 16.7 83.3
Agree 2 14.3 16.7 100.0
Strongly Agree 0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Missing 2 14.3 Missing

Total 14 100.0 100.0

Strongly Disagree

P P SR
Disagree I
Undecided R
_ égr‘ee S S —
trongly Agree
’g (A S ) P } ) ) 1
0 1 2 3 4 5
Histogram frequency
Median = 2 Modes = 1 and 2

There is a strong concem that students may not receiving effective advising. Comments reflect
lack of faculty knowledge conceming advising. Some feel that advising is inconsistent and that, in
particular, Phase llla students during Fail, 1993 semester were misadvised.

6. The Phase program has clear, relevant performances standards for ‘students.

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 3 21.4 23.1 23 .1
Disagree 2 14.3 15.4 38.5
Undecided 1 7.1 7.7 46.2
Agree 4 28.6 30.8 76.9
Strongly Agree 3 21.4 23.i
Missing 1 7.1
Total 14 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree s ————
Disagree O
Undecided IR
Agree PR
Strongly Agree S
......... } I
0 -1 2

Median = 4 Mode = 4
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Although faculty were divided on whether they thought the Phase program has clear, relevant
performances standards for students, slightly more agreed with the item statement. In contrast, the
majority of the 8 faculty commenting on this item see the performance standards as vague, trivial, or
excessively wordy. There may be too many standards and too many are judged. by wiiting tasks.

7. Performance standards have 'enabied me to provide my students with rellable,
fair assessmenis of the stated outcomes. : .

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 3 21.4 23.1 23.1
Disagree 4 28.6 30.8 53.8
Undecided 1 7.1 7.7 61.5
Agree 2 14.3 15.4 76.9
Strongly Agree 3 21.4 23.1 100.0
Missing 1 7.1
Total 14 100.0 100.0

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Undecided

Agree

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = 2 Mode = 2

Faculty were divided on whether performance standards had enabled them to provide their
students with reliable, fair assessments of the stated outcomes, but slightly more felt they had not. Ofthe
only 4 faculty members who commented on this item, all feit performance standards did not enable them
to provide students with good assessment of outcomes, often due to time constraints.
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8. My students’ development of professionai portfolios has enhanced the
effectivenass of their training experiences.

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree "3 21.4 25.0 25.0
Disagree 2 14.3 16.7 41.7
Undecided 3 21.4 25.0 66.7
Agree 2 14.3 16.7 83.3
Strongly Agree 2 14.3 16.7 100.0
Missing ) 2 14.3

Total 14 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree | aeeessssessceesmmmrmr
Disagree R
Undecided E——————
Agree PR

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = 3 Modes = 1 and 3

Faculty were nearly evenly distributed in their perception of the effectiveness of student portfolios
as effective training experiences. Faculty feel the portfolio is playing litle fole in the program. it was not
used in Phase llla by many of the instructors. The definition and role of the portfolio are unclear.

9. My students were well prepared to undertake the work required of them In my
course.

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 3 21.4 23.1 23.1
Disagree 3° 21.4 23.1 46.2
Undecided 2 14.3 18.4 61.5
Agree 2 14.3 15.4 76.9
Strongly Agree 3 21.4 23.1 100.0
Missing 1 7.1
Total 14 100.0 100.0

COUNT VALUE
Strongly Disagree |messesssssssesmsemsiamrm—"s"
Disagree U
Undecided S ——
Agree A ———

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = 3 Mode = 1, 2, and §
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Faculty were nearly eveﬁly divided on whether their students were well prepared to undertake the

work required ofthem in their course. Although there was some disagreement, there was socme consensus
that students were well prepared to undertake the work required of them in their course. -

10. Course activities enabled my students to achieve the expected outcomes for

their phase.
valid Cumulative
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 1 7.1 7.7 7.7
Disagree 4 28.6 30.8 38.5
Undecided 1 7.1 7.7 46.2
Agree 5 35.7 38.5 84.6
Strongly Agree 2 14.3 15.4 100.0
Missing 1 7.1
Total 14 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree |measesssses
Disagree -
Undecided
Agree

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = 4 Mode = 4

Although faculty were divided on whether course activities enabled my students to achieve the
expected ouicomes for their phase, siightty more felt agree that they had. Of the only 5 faculty
commenting on this item, the consensus among them was that their course activiies did help students
achieve outcomes, though time was short for Phase lila.
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'11_. The totai workload for students was commensurate with the number of credits
awarded, In keaping with prevailing practice in the College of Educatlon.

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 1 7.1 7.7 7.7
. Disagree 2 14.3 15.4 23.1
Undecided 3 21.4 23.1 46.2
Agree 5 35.7 38.5 84.6
Strongly Agree 2 14.3 156.4 100.0
Undecided 1 7.1
Total 14 100.0 100.0

Strongly Disagree

h I
Disagree I—E
Undecided e
Agree S S

Strongly Agree

0 1 2 . 3 4 5
Histogram frequency

Median = 4 Mode = 4

in responses to the scaled item, there was some consensus that the total workioad for students
was commensurate with the number of credits awarded, in keeping with prevailing practice in the College
of Education. Comments reflect that the workioad is seen as appropriate for all except Phase liia, specific
methods for elementary education students. '

12. Submission dates for materials used In evaluation of students did pnot impose
undue stress either on students or on Instructors.

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 5 35.7 38.5 38.5
Disagree 2 14.3 15.4 53.8
Undecided 1 7.1 7.7 61.5
Agree 3 21.4 23.1 84.6
Strongly Agree 2 14.3 156.4 100.0
Missing 1 7.1

Total 14 100.0 100.0
Strongly DiSagree | s N —
Disagree
Undecided
Agree

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = 2 Mode = 1
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Although faculty were divided on whether submission dates for materials used in evaluation of
students imposed undue stress either on students or on instructors, slightly more felt it had imposed
undue stress. The consensus of those adding comments was that due dates placed a great deal of strass
en students. Much of this was related to articulation difficulties between on-campus and CTL activities,
particularly in Phase lila.

13. -My undergraduate teaching assignments in the Phase program have been MI
aligned with my areas of professional specialization.

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 2 14.3 15.4 15.4 u
Disagree 4 28.6 30.8 46.2
Undecided 1 7.1 7.7 53.8
Agree 3 21.4 23.1 76.9
Strongly Agree 3 21.4 23.1 100.0
Missing 1 7.1

Total 14 100.0 160.0
Strongly Disagree |osscseesasmmeensmm
Disagree - ——
UndECided TR
Agree A

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = 3 Mode = 2

Faculty were evenly divided on whether their undergraduate teaching assignments in the Phase
program were well aligned with their areas of professional specialization. Of the only 6 facuity who
commented on this item, most felt that their specialized professional knowledge was not used in the

program.
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14, My Instructional responsibilities have drawn me out of my fields of major
interest into areas where | feel lass well qualified.

vValid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 3 21.4 23 .1 23.1
Disagree 0 0.0 0.0 23.1
Undecided 0 0.0 0.0 23.1
Agree 5 35.7 38.5 61.5
Strongly Agree 5 35.7 38.5 100.0
Missing 1 7.1

Total 14 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree | s ——
Disagree
Undecided
Agree

Strongly Agree

0 1 2 37 s 5
Histogram frequency

Median = 4 Modes = 4 and 5

Although 3 faculty disagres, a large majority felt their instructional responsibilities had drawn them
out of their fields of major interest into areas where | feel they felt less well qualified. But of the only 5 who
commenrtted on this item, the consensus was that being drawn out of their major field was not necassarily
a negative, and even a benefit for some.

15. My time, as a human resource available to the College of Education, was well
used In the Phase program.

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 4 28.6 33.3 - 33.8
Disagree 2 14.3 16.7 50.0
Undecided 0 0.0 0.cC 50.0
Agree 2 14.3 16.7 66.7
Strongly Agree 4 28.6 33.3 100.0
2 14.3

Total 14 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree | S
Disagree
Undecided
Agree

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = 3 Modes = 1 and 5
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There was sharp division among the faculty about whether they felt their time, as a human
resource available to the College of Education, was well used in the Phase program. All but one facuity
member adding a comment felt their time was not well used. The comments of these were generally that
the amount of time spent in meetings was axcessive or that the program required too much time.

16. | expect to participate In the Phase program in future years in roles similar
- to those | have played this semester.

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 2 14.3 14.3 14.3
Disagree 1 7.1 7.1 21.4
Undecided 2 14.3 14.3 35.7
Agree 5 35.7 35.7 71.4
Strongly Agree 4 28.6 28.6 100.0
Total 14 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree |pessecessasscesssme
Disagree DEEEE—
Undecided N :
Agree ITIS————————

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = 4 Mode = 4

A majority of faculty expect to participate in the Phase program in future years in roles similar to
those | have played this semester. However, the bulk of those commenting expressed reiuctance to
continue but felt some lack of choice. '
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17. My students’ on-campus work was well-coordinated with their experiences In the
fleid. :
' Valid Cumulative
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 3 21.4 21.4 21.4
Disagree 2 14.3 14.3 35.7
Undecided 0 0.0 0.0 38.7
Agree 7 50.0 50.0 85.7
Strongly Agree 2 14.3 14.3 100.0
Total 14 100.0  100.0
Strongly Disagree |mssressss
Disagree E—
Undecided
Agree R
Strongly Agree S
......... IR (PP (R (I |
0 2 4 6 8 io0

. Histogram frequency

Median = 4 Mode = 4

Though faculty are sharply divided on whether they feit their students’ on-campus work was well
coordinated with their experiences in the fiéld, a majority feit it was well-coordinated. Comments clarify
that on-campus and field experiences were not well-coordinated in Phase llla. Some expressed the idea
that the coordination which did occur was due to their own efforts.

18. CTL facuity and mentor teachers have participated effactively In the planning
of activities In the phase In which | worked.

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 6 42.9 42.9 42.9
Disagree 0 0.0 0.0 42.9
Undeciaed 1 7.1 7.1 50.0
Agree 1 7.1 7.1 57 .1
Strongly Agree 6 42.9 42.9 100.0
Total 14 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree |mmsssssesssssssemssssssssssesnmmmmsn
Disagree
Undecided r—
Agree —
Strongly Agree A
......... j U R |
0 2 4 6

Histogram frequency
Median = 3.5 Mode

1 and 5
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Faculty were sharply and evenly divided on whether CTL facully and mentor teachers had
participated effectively in the planning of activities in the phase in which they worked. In comments, a
range of experiences was reported. Some felt communication and planning was good, others thought it
pocr. The lack of communication in Phase lila was mentioned by many.

19. | am satisfled with the amount of evaluative feedback provided by CTL faculty
and mentor teachers.

Valid Cumulative

Va.ue Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 2 14.3 14.3 14.3

Disagree 5 36.7 35.7 50.0

Undecided 2 14.3 14.3 64.3

Agree 3 21.4 21.4 85.7

Strongly Agree 2 14.3 .14.3 100.0
Total 14 100.0 100.0

Strongly Disagree |masssmsssresssessese

Disagree

Undecided

Agree

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency
Median = 2.5 Mode = 2

Although faculty were divided in whether or not they felt satisfied with the amount of evaluative
feedback provided by CTL faculty and mentor teachers, a slight majority feit dissatisfied. In comments,
several reported that there was little evaluative feedback provided by the tcachers in the field.
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20. . | am satisfled with the quality of evaluative foedback provided by CTL faculty
and mentor teachers. :

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 2 14.3 15.4 15.4
Disagree 4 28.6 30.8 46.2
Undecided 2 14.3 15.4 61.5
Agree 4 28.6 30,8 92.3
Strongly. Agree 1 7.1 7.7 100.0
Missing 1 7.1
Total 14 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree |messsssescenesssmm
Disagree S N A VI
Undecided SN ERANEN
ggr‘ee P S
trongly Agree -
D (P SOOI ) ) A ) I
0 1 2 3 4 5

Histogram frequency
Median = 3 Mode = 2 and 4

Faculty were nearly evenly divided in their satisfaction with the quality of evaluative feedback
provided by CTL faculty and mentor teachers. Only 4 faculty added a comment to this item. Since few
experienced evaluative feedback from the field, it may have been irelevant for most to comment on its

quality.

21. My experiences In the CTL have contributed significantly to my professional

growth. .
valid Cumulative
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 2 14.3 16.4 16.4
Disagree 2 14.3 15.4 30.8
Undecided 2 14.3 15.4 46.2
Agree 1 7.1 7.7 53.8
Strongly Agree 6 42.9 46.2 100.0
- Missing 1 7.1
Total 14 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree |musssess
Disagree ]
Undecided e
Agree ——
Strongly Agree R S
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A majrity of faculty felt that their experiences in the CTL had contributed significantly to their
professional growth. Of the 7 faculty adding a comment to this item only 2 thought it had not contributed
to professional growth. Most felt it had contributed, eve